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PREFACE. 


——_+——_ 


Tuts book has been written for myself, and for a 
few friends with whom I have been travelling for 
many years on the same road. We have exchanged 
our thoughts from time to time. We agree on some 
points, we differ, or we imagine we differ, on others ; 
and as we shall soon have come to the end of our 
journey, I wished to leave on record what is the out- 
come of many years of common work and thought 
and friendly discourse. Beyond my friends and ac- 
quaintances, scattered in England, Germany, France, 
Italy, America, and India, whose ranks have of late 
been sadly thinned, there will be few, I am afraid, 
to whom this book is likely to be of much interest. 
The subjects of which it treats do not at present ex- 
cite public sympathy, whether in England or on the 
Continent. There is a fulness of time for philosoph- 
ical as there is for political and social questions. As 
the successful statesman must keep his eye on the 
sphere of practical politics, as the efficient reformer 
must set his sail to catch the wind blowing from the 
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right quarter, a writer who wishes to produce a tell- 
ing and popular book ought not to choose a subject 
which has had its day, and is not likely soon to rise 
again above the horizon. 

And not only are the subjects treated in this vol- 
ume out of fashion, but the views advocated in it run 
counter to the trade-wind of public opinion, so that, 
if noticed at all, I fear my venturesome craft will be 
severely buffeted by the waves of adverse criticism, 
if not sucked down mercilessly by the maelstrom of 
general indifference. 

It might have seemed more prudent, no doubt, not 
to publish the book, at least not in its present form, 
which may often betray its slow and gradual growth. 
Some of the views here put forward date really from 
the days when I attended the lectures of Lotze, 
Weisse, and Drobisch at Leipzig, and of Schelling 
at Berlin; when I discussed Veda and Vedanta with 
Schopenhauer, and Eckhart and Tauler with Bunsen. 
The fundamental principles of the classification of 
languages were foreshadowed as early as 1854, in 
my “Letter on the Turanian Languages.” Some 
portions of my book formed part of Lectures given 
at the Royal Institution in 1878 on the Philosophy 
of Language (‘“Fraser’s Magazine,” May, June, 
July, 1878) ;” while others appeared in the “ Con- 
temporary Review,” February, 1878, in an essay on 
the Origin of Reason, devoted to Noiré’s book, 
“Der Ursprung der Sprache.” In working up these 
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long accumulated materials and trying to amalga- 
mate them with the results of later labors, it was not 
always easy to avoid a certain iteration, more per- 
haps than is justified by a wish to force reluctant 
minds into a readier acceptance of strange and un- 
palatable truths. 

But, after all, we cannot always be guided by pru- 
dence, nor ought a man at my time of life to think 
much of momentary success. I feel convinced that 
the views put forward in this book, which are the 
result of a long life devoted to solitary reflection and 
to the study of the foremost thinkers of all nations, 
contain certain truths which deserve to be recorded. 
I trust that in time some of them will be recognized 
as well founded, while others may at all events claim 
their place in that continuous dialectic process which, 
by rubbing off the rough edges of prejudice and 
error, will in the end restore the old gem of truth to 
its perfect form and its own innate brilliancy. I 
have written some of my books as a pleader, and, if 
I may judge by results, I have not pleaded quite in 
vain. But the present book is not meant to be per- 
suasive. All I can say of it is, Dixi et salvavi 
animam meam. 

And yet, such is paternal weakness that I cannot 
help putting forth a few pleas for my unattractive 
offspring. I always appreciate honest criticism, more 
even than honest praise. But if my book is to be 
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criticised at all, I pray it may not be tested by mere 
shibboleths, or condemned by being called names. 

I know, of course, that the system of philosophy 
which it propounds may, and probably will be called 
Nominalism, and Nominalism in its most extreme 
form. I have the highest regard for Nominalism. I 
believe it has purified the philosophical atmosphere 
of Europe more effectually than any other system. 
But nothing is so misleading as to use old names, as 
if everybody knew what they meant. Those who 
know the writings of William of Occam, would never 
think of applying the same name to his system and 
to my own. In one sense my system may, no doubt, 
be called Nominalism, because it aims at determin- 
ing the origin and the true nature of names. But 
that is not the historical meaning of Nominalism, 
and the results to which a study of language has led 
us in this nineteenth century are very different from 
those that were within the reach even of the pro- 
foundest thinkers in the eleventh and fourteenth cen- 
turies. If there must be a name for the theories 
established by the combined Sciences of Language 
and Thought, let it be a distinctive name, not Nom- 
inalism, but Nominism. 

Again, it would be very easy to call my system 
Materialism, and to paint in dismal colors what 
may not unfairly be represented as its outcome, 
namely, that there is no such thing as intellect, un- 
derstanding, mind, and reason, but that all these are 
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only different aspects of language. I certainly hold 
that view, and I do so after having carefully weighed 
and tested every argument that has been or can be 
advanced against it. My own opinion may be right 
or wrong, but supposing it should prove right in the 
end, the consequences would by no means be so ter- 
rible as they appear. We should remain in every 
respect exactly as we were before, we should only 
comprehend our inner workings under new and, I 
believe, more correct names. If I say, “No reason 
without language,” I also say, “‘ No language without 
reason.” 

Lastly, I hope that those who think that every 
system must be hall-marked, will not ask whether 
my book is Darwinian or not. If Darwinism is used 
in the sense of Entwickelung, I was a Darwinian, 
as may be seen from my “ Letter on the Turanian 
Languages,” long before Darwin. No student of the 
Science of Language can be anything but an evolu- 
tionist, for, wherever he looks, he sees nothing but 
evolution going on all around him. But with regard 
to one question to which party-spirit has given an 
undue preéminence, namely, the descent of man from 
monkey, I am not a Darwinian, not because I am 
afraid to follow Darwin, but because I go far beyond 
Darwin. I believe I am correct in stating that at 
present the most competent judges consider the de- 
scent of man from any other kind of animal Not 
Proven. But while Darwin would have been satis- 
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fied with having established the descent of man from 
some kind of animal, I have never doubted, nor do I- 
doubt, that man has been, is, and always will be an 
animal, i. e. a living being; only not a dumb animal, 
but an animal with the proprium of language and 
all that is implied by language. And here again I re- 
peat, we must not be frightened by names. We are 
and shall remain what we are, whether we call our- 
selves angels or animals. We share everything with 
animals except language, which is our own; and if 
that is so, surely those who seem so anxious for the 
dignity of man, should care for nothing more than 
for the lessons which they can learn from the Sci- 
ence of Thought, founded, as it is and ought to be, 
on the Science of Language. 

One more plea, and I have done. Thought, in the 
sense in which I have defined it and used it in my 
book, represents one side of human nature only, the 
intellectual, and there are two other sides, the ethi- 
cal and aesthetical, on which I have not touched. 
Whether the self-conscious Mona, which are all that 
I postulate, might be without any ideas of what is 
good or beautiful, I do not wish to determine. 
Anyhow, we can, for our purpose, treat them as if 
they were, and leave the origin of their ethical and 
aesthetical concepts and names to be treated by 
others. 

To some it may seem indeed that the quality of 
self- consciousness need not be simply postulated, 
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but stands to reason, because a Monon, in its abso- 
lute loneliness, could not be conceived to exist except 
as self-conscious. With it esse could be nothing if 
not percipi per se. There is, as I have shown in 
my book, some truth in this, but I have reserved the 
full treatment of that- question for another book 
which I have long prepared, “ The Science of Mythol- 
ogy.” In it self-consciousness will appear under a 
new aspect, and after an analysis of both subjective 
and objective myth, two phases through which the 
human mind in its natural growth must pass, I hope, 
if life is still prolonged, to be able to show that the 
same road which led mankind into the wilderness of 
mythology, in the widest sense of the word, may 
lead us back to a point from which we recognize in 
all self-conscious Mona the Great Self, conscious of 
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As this work may possibly be the last which I 
shall be allowed to finish, I take this opportunity of 
publicly thanking the Academies, Universities, and 
Learned Societies which, during the long years of 
my literary career, have done me the honor of elect- 
ing me one of their Foreign, Honorary, or Cor- 
responding Members. Unworthy as I feel of the 
high distinctions conferred on me, some of them at a 
very early period of my life, they have been to me 
not only a precious reward, but at the same time a 
strong incentive in the production of works which, 
though they could not hope for popular applause, 
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should secure to me the approval of my fellow-work- 
ers. I count as the happiest days of my literary 
life my election in 1865 as one of the Six Foreign 
Members of the Royal Sardinian Academy, the other 
five then being Thiers, Boeckh, Cousin, Grote, and 
Mommsen ; my succeeding, in 1869, Welcker, as one 
of the Eight Foreign Members of the Académie 
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, and my 
co-optation in 1874 as one of the Thirty Knights of 
the Ordre pour le Mérite. If on the title-pages 
of my books I have generally confined myself to 
those few honorary titles only, I am truly sorry that 
this should have been interpreted as an invidious dis- 
tinction on my part. I feel equally grateful for all 
the other diplomas that have been bestowed upon 
me, and all the more so as they came to me entirely 
unsolicited and unexpected, and as I, in my posi- 
tion at Oxford, had never any equivalent to offer in 
return. 

If, in the following list of my patrons and well- 
wishers, I should have left out the names of any 
Societies that have conferred on me their honorary 
fellowship, I hope they will forgive me. Of course, 
the names of Societies the membership of which is 
acquired by an annual payment, are not mentioned, 
nor any distinctions which are conferred for services 
not purely literary. It may be difficult in thus re- 
turning my thanks to separate a feeling of pride from 
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a sense of gratitude, but if any pride can be pardon- 
able, it is surely that of having gained the good 
opinion of our peers and of our betters. 
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THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 


CHAPTER I. 
CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS OF THOUGHT. 


Frew words have been used in so many different 
senses as Thought. I mean by Thought the gy. meaning 
act of thinking, and by thinking I mean no ° Tousht- 
more than combining. I do not pretend that others 
have not the right of using Thought in any sense 
which they prefer, provided only that they will clearly 
define it. I only wish to explain what is the mean- 
ing in which I intend to use the word, and in which 
I hold that it ought to be used. I think means to 
me the same as the Latin Cogito, namely co-agito, 
“TI bring together,” only with the proviso that bring- 
ing together or combining implies separating, for we 
cannot combine two or many things without at the 
same time separating them from all the rest. 

Hobbes expressed the same truth long ago, when 
he said that all our thinking consisted in addition 
and subtraction. 

Humiliating as this may at first sight appear, it is 
really not more so than that the most subtle and 
complicated mathematical processes, which to the 
uninitiated seem beyond all comprehension, can be 
reduced in the end to addition and subtraction. 
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Thinking may not seem so marvellous an achieve- 
ment as we formerly imagined, when we looked up 
with vague admiration to the mathematical calcula- 
tions of Newton, or to the metaphysical speculations 
of Kant; yet, if what these thinkers achieved has 
been achieved by such simple processes as addition 
and subtraction, combining and separating, their 
work to my mind becomes in reality far more mar- 
vellous than it appeared at first. 

Much, however, depends on what we combine and 
Materials of Separate, and we have therefore to consider 
Thought. what corresponds in thinking to the num- 
bers with which the mathematician operates, what 
are, in fact, the known quantities that constitute the 
material of our thoughts, what are the elements which 
we bring together or co-agitate. 

It is possible to distinguish in our knowledge four 
things: Sensations (Empfindungen), Per- 
cepts! (Vorstellungen), Concepts (Be- 
griffe), and Names (Namen). 

But though we can distinguish them, we must 
not imagine that these four ever exist as separate 
entities. No words are possible without concepts, no 
concepts without percepts, no percepts without sen- 
sations. This is more readily admitted by most phi- 
losophers. But if we ourselves postulate sensations 
as the causes of percepts, percepts as the causes of 
concepts, and concepts as the causes of names, it 
would seem a very natural conclusion that sensa- 
tions could exist previous to and therefore indepen- 
dent of percepts, percepts of concepts, concepts of 


1T use percept instead of presentation, because it is better un- 
derstood in English, and, if only properly defined, will answer exactly 
the same purpose as the German Vorstellung. 
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words. And yet we have only to try the experiment 
in order to convince ourselves that, as a matter of 
fact, thought, in the usual sense of the word, is ut- 
terly impossible without the simultaneous working of 
sensations, percepts, concepts, and names, and that in 
reality the four are inseparable. 

If we are asked whether it is impossible to conceive 
that sensations may exist without being per- Gan sonea- 
ceived, percepts without being conceived, fini cx 
concepts without being named, the answer *”*? 
is somewhat difficult. We may have to admit in 
theory the possibility of sensations which do not as- 
sume the character of percepts, of percepts which 
have not yet reached the stage of concepts, and of 
concepts still waiting to be named. But possibility 
is very different from reality, and when speaking of 
the reality of thought, I deny altogether the sepa- 
rate existence of the four constituent elements of 
thought. 

It has been pointed out, however, by those who 
call themselves physiological psychologists that our 
organs of sense are constantly receiving sensations 
which are either not fully realized or not realized at 
all. This I do not mean to deny, difficult as it may 
be to explain it: only I should in this case use the 
word impression rather than sensation. While 
I sit at my table or pace up and down my room, I 
know, as a matter of fact, that the heat of the room, 
the scent of the flowers, the noises in the street, the 
color of the table-cloth and the carpet, are all acting 
on my senses. Yet, they do not at present exist for 
me. I have neither perception, nor conception, nor 
name of them. I do, in fact, not know of them. My 
attention is engaged by the etymology of a word, or 
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it may be by some difficult sentence in Aristotle. 
But as soon as I direct my attention to any of these 
various circumstances, the sensations, the percepts, 
the concepts, the names are there all at once. My 
hands feel cold, my eyes lay hold of the carpet, my 
ears hear and understand the very words shouted in 
the street, my nose distinguishes various scents, by 
calling them scents of pinks or roses. Not only do 
I see the carpet, but I am conscious of my seeing it, 
and the difference between these two states is enor- 
mous. I now see not only the carpet, but all that 
belongs to it,—its color or colors, its pattern, and, 
as it is not very new, its very seams. All this may 
seem very simple to psychologists, but it is not. We 
say that we were listless before, and that we are now 
attentive, but what this attention and that listless- 
ness mean, no psychologist has as yet been able to 
explain in a satisfactory manner.! In one sense 
what we call attention, the dawn of thought, the 
new awakening interest in our surroundings, may 
be said to be at the root of all our knowledge ; but 
possibly the power of abstraction may also be not 

very far removed from the weakness of distraction.? 
Before we can proceed with our own argument, it 
sence is necessary first of all to explain why we 
es cannot avail ourselves of the help and ad- 
vice of those philosophers who profess to 


1 “The metaphysics of attention have hardly been sounded to their 
depths.” — Wendell Holmes, The Poet at the Breakfast-Table, vol. i. 
p- 160. 

2 Mill, Logic (ii. 5, 1): “ We can reason about a line as if it had no 
breadth; because we have a power, which is the foundation of all the con- 
trol we can exercise over the operations of our minds; the power, when 
a perception is present to our senses or a conception to our intellects, of 
attending toa part only of that perception or conception, instead of the 


whole.” oor H. Bradley, ‘On the Nature of Attention,’? in Mind, Au- 
gust, 1886. 
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explain what passes within our mind by comparing 
and contrasting it with what is supposed to pass in 
the mind of animals, who are said to have sensations, 
without concepts or names. The simple reason is 
that we can never, in the true sense of the word, 
know what passes within the mind of animals, though 
we may infer all we like, and always do infer exactly 
what we like. Some philosophers, however, regard- 
less of all protests, have either decided against the 
possibility of ascribing anything deserving the name 
of intellect to animals, or have insisted on placing 
some animals on the same, nay on a higher level of 
intellectual development than what has been reached, 
as yet, by the lowest races of mankind, such as, for 
instance, the Fuegians. It is a pity that neither the 
one nor the other party will tell us from whence they 
derive their information, and whether in their asser- 
tions they are guided by anything more than analogy. 
And it is certainly amusing to see how even those, 
who are ready enough to support their own views by 
an appeal to the intellectual powers of animals, in- 
variably plead complete agnosticism as soon as evi- 
dence unfavorable to their arguments is adduced from 
the menagerie. Thus J. Stuart Mill, in answering 
Dr. Whewell’s question, ‘‘ Are we to say that a mole 
cannot dig the ground except he has an idea of the 
ground, and of the snout and paws with which he 
digs it?” replies haughtily: “I do not know what 
passes in a mole’s mind.” ! 

Some authorities depend mainly on the evidence of 
the brain, and maintain that the difference 

A Arguments 
between the brain even of the most highly «aerivea from 
developed animal and that of the lowest Prats aoa 
: . . Men. 
specimen of mankind is such as to exclude 
1 Logic, i. 5, 1. 
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the admission of any similarity between their mental 
activity and our own. They naturally lay great stress 
on the fact that the volume of the brain of the high- 
est gorilla is only 500 cubic centimetres, while that 
of the lowest Australian is 1628, and that the volume 
of the human brain varies from 1628 to 1835, i.e. 207 
cubic centimetres, while the difference between the 
lowest human and the highest animal brain amounts 
to 1128 cubic centimetres.1 Others, however, reply 
that in all essentials the brain of animals is identical 
with the brain of man, and that mere volume is of 
little consequence. Grossa testa non ha buon 
cervello. They also point out that animals nearest 
to us in intelligence, such as elephants or dogs, are 
more remote from us in the structure of their brain 
than some of the most stupid of apes, and that there- 
fore the brain alone cannot help us to decide the 
question. Mr. Wallace has called attention to the 
curious fact that even the small brain and the capa- 
cities of the Australians are far beyond any use to 
which they could apply them in their present condi- 
tion, and he has argued that therefore they could not 
have been evolved from the mere necessities of their 
environment.2, The same fact, however, might also 
be used as an indication that the Australians had 
formerly reached a higher stage of culture than they 
occupy at present, high enough, at all events, to en- 
able them to form their language, and that the pres- 
ent race consists of degraded descendants of nobler 
ancestors. A man might inherit a large brain and 
yet be unable to use it, just as the possession of a 


1F. Pfaff, Die Theorie Darwins und die Thatsachen der Geologie. 
Frankfurt, 1876. 


2 Quoted in Unseen Universe, p. 174. 
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large telescope would not necessarily raise its posses- 
sor to the rank of a Newton. 

Another reason why in estimating the mental life 
of animals we ought not to be entirely guided ¢.... peter 
by, the volume or structure of their braing * Reason. 
is that the organs of their senses may be so highly 
developed as to make them less dependent on the 
brain. We know the extraordinary power of scent 
possessed by certain dogs, a fact which must have 
struck the early framers of our language so much 
as to induce them to derive their names for judg- 
ment from the sagacity of dogs. A dog knows by 
scent where we can only know by reasoning, a dif- 
ference which seems to have attracted the attention 
of the earliest poets. Homer (Od. xvii. 291), when 
describing the return of Odysseus, tells us how no 
one recognizes in the old beggar the young princely 
master who had left the island twenty years ago, 
except Argos, his dog. He pricks up his ears, 
wags his tail, and dies. How different the old 
nurse! She is first struck by the whole appearance 
(the Séuas, one might almost say the <dos), then by 
the voice, then by the feet ; but she hesitates even 
then, till at last she discovers the scar on his knee. 
This is the salient feature, one might almost say the 
isov, by which she recognizes her foster-child. No 
psychologist, wishing to illustrate the difference be- 
tween the mind of animals and the mind of men, 
could have done so more poetically, and yet more 
truly, than Homer in describing the recognition of 
Odysseus by his dog Argos and by his nurse Eury- 

1 See ‘ Biographies of Words,” by M. M., in Good Words, April, 1886, 
p. 246, and compare homo emunctioris nasi in Latin, aver buon 


naso inItalian, tener narices de perro perdiguero in Span- 
ish. Brinkmann, Metaphern, p. 183. 
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kleia, the one sniffing, the other reasoning, the one 
trusting to his nose, the other to her reason. 

Travellers have often been struck with the quick- 
ness with which people in a low stage of civilization 
arrive at practical conclusions. When Captain Head 
was travelling across the Pampas of South America, 
his guide one day stopped him, and, pointing high 
in the air, cried out, “A lion!” Surprised at such 
an exclamation, accompanied with such an act, he 
turned up his eyes, and with difficulty perceived, at 
an immeasurable height, a flight of condors soaring 
in circles in a particular spot. Beneath this spot, 
far out of sight of himself or guide, lay the carcass 
of a horse, and over that carcass stood, as the guide 
well knew, a lion, whom the condors were eyeing 
with envy from their airy height. The signal of 
the birds was to him, what the sight of the lion 
alone would have been to the traveller, of full as- 
surance of its existence.! The same kind of imme- 
diate and almost intuitive judgment animals share 
in common with man, nay, they seem to excel man 
in their spontaneous, and therefore unerring, combi- 
nations. 

No one is more inclined to believe almost anything 
about dogs than I am, and I speak from a long ac- 
quaintance and friendship with them. 

My dog Waldmann? was once in his younger days 
sent to a show at the Crystal Palace. He had been 
on his stand for three days with thousands of other 
dogs, and looked at by thousands of human beings. 
When I went there on a Saturday to fetch him back, 


1 Sir J. Herschel’s Preliminary Discourse, p. 84; Thomson, Laws of 
Thought, p. 58. 

2 He is the father of Matthew Arnold’s Geist, and is still in good 
health and spirits. 
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I was most careful not to speak, not even to look 
where he was. I moved by in a dense crowd, but 
long before I came near him, the dog jumped from 
the table to which he was chained, and nearly hanged 
himself by trying to reach me. How did he know 
me? It may be by scent, but this must have enabled 
him to distinguish me from thousands of other people 
with a greater assurance than that which enables us 
to distinguish black from white. How did I know 
my dog, or rather, I ought to say how should I have 
known him among evade als of Dachs-hunds, all 
being black and tan, all having crooked legs and very 
long backs? First of all, by a general vague impres- 
sion, afterwards by one or two salient points, but 
probably never with that assurance with which he 
knew me, unless he had first spoken to me. 

And what applies to the highly developed sense 
of scent in dogs applies equally to the highly devel- 
oped sense of sight, for instance, in pigeons. How 
can we attempt to realize what passes within the 
mind of an animal whose organ of sight is actually 
larger than the whole of its brain, as is the case with 
certain pigeons remarkable for their long flights ? 
We can imagine anything we like about what passes 
in the mind of an animal, — we can know absolutely 
nothing. 

A great deal has often been made of what animals 
can be taught to do, but we must remember soe ead 
that to pes taught a thing is very different of asta by 
from producing it ourselves. If a dog or an ee 
elephant or a parrot were to learn ihe whole of Lit- 
tré’s Dictionary of the French Language by heart, 
that would not prove that dogs could have produced 
the French language. It is said that our children too 
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are taught English or French. That is true; but 
they are the descendants, and so far the representa- 
tives of a race which produced language, and if there 
is hereditary transmission in body, there is hereditary 
transmission in thought also. 
Even the most unintelligent of animals can be 
taught very strange lessons; but the ques- 
Lessons 5 . 
teughta tion remains to be answered whether these 
lessons are performed intelligently. We 
must be careful not to believe all that is told us about 
the intelligence of dogs and cats and ants, for no an- 
cient MS. is more difficult to decipher than the acts 
of animals, and no loving parents are more foolish 
about what they see in their children than fanciers of 
bees and ants are about the cleverness of their pets. 
The following experiment, however, is vouched for by 
an exceptionally trustworthy authority. It was very 
ingeniously contrived by Mr. Amtsberg of Stralsund 
with a view of discovering the powers of generaliza- 
tion in the ordinary habits of animals, and was de- 
scribed by Dr. Mobius, Professor of Zodlogy at Kiel 
«A pike, who swallowed all small fishes which were 
put into his aquarium, was separated from them by a 
pane of glass, so that, whenever he tried to pounce 
on them, he struck his gills against the glass, and 
sometimes so violently that he remained lying on his 
back, like dead. He recovered, however, and repeated 
his onslaughts, till they became rarer and rarer, and 
at last, after three months, ceased altogether. After 
having been in solitary confinement for six months, 
the pane of glass was removed from the aquarium, so 
that the pike could again roam about freely among 


1 Schriften des Naturwissenschaftlichen Vereins fiir Schleswig-Holstein ; 
Separatabdruck, Kiel, 1873. 
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the other fishes. He at once swam towards them, 
but he never touched any one of them, but always 
halted at a respectful distance of about an inch, and 
was satisfied to share with the rest the meat that was 
thrown into the aquarium. He had therefore been 
trained so as not to attack the other fishes which he 
knew as inhabitants of the same tank. As soon, 
however, as a strange fish was thrown into the aqua- 
rium, the pike in nowise respected him, but swallowed 
him at once. After he had done this forty times, all 
the time respecting the old companions of his impris- 
onment, he had to be removed from the aquarium on 
account of his large size. 

“The training of this pike,” as Professor Mobius 
remarks, “ was not, therefore, based on judgment; it 
consisted only in the establishment of a certain direc- 
tion of will, in consequence of uniformly recurrent 
sensuous impressions. The merciful treatment of the 
fishes which were familiar to him, or, as some would 
say, which he knew, shows only that the pike acted 
without reflection. Their view provoked in him, no 
doubt, the natural desire to swallow them, but it 
evoked at the same time the recollection of the pain 
he had suffered on their account, and the sad impres- 
sion that it was impossible to reach the prey which 
he so much desired. These impressions acquired a 
greater power than his voracious instinct, and _re- 
pressed it, at least for a time. The same sensuous 
impression, proceeding from the same fishes, was al- 
ways in his soul the beginning of the same series of 
psychic acts. He could not help repeating this series, 
like a machine, but like a machine with a soul, which 
has this advantage over mechanical machines, that it 
can adapt its work to unforeseen circumstances, while 


”» 
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a mechanical machine cannot. The pane of glass was 
to the organism of the pike one of these unforeseen 
circumstances.” 

The same process is sometimes adopted in the ear- 
liest education of children and with much the same 
result, only that in the case of a child we are apt to 
say that it reasons, even before it can speak, though 
in reality it is only influenced by the memory of re- 
peated uniform experiences. A child therefore may 
well be said to have memory, before it has language, 
just as the pike remembers, though it cannot speak.} 
What a pike cannot do is to learn to speak, and to do 
anything which can be done by speech alone. And 
this, it seems to me, was clearly perceived by Hume 
when he somewhat boldly said that “ animals in their 
inferences are not guided by reasoning,” ? or when 
Mill said: “ There is no ground for attributing to any 
of the lower animals the use of signs of such a nature 
as to render general propositions possible. But,” he 
adds, ‘those animals profit by experience, and avoid 
what they have found to cause them pain, in the same 
manner, though not always with the same skill (I 
should say, often with far greater skill) as a human 
creature. Not only the burnt child, but the burnt 
dog, dreads the fire.’ 8 

There are other instances, however, of animal intel- 
ate ligence, or whatever else we like to call it, 
of tho Ti which are simply beyond all comprehension. 

We may apply to them what names we 
please, instinct, light of nature, divine guidance, or 
anything else, but we can only stand by and admire. I 


1 See Huxley, Hume, p. 97. 
2 See, however, Huxley, I. c., p. 108. 
8 Logic, ii. 3, 3. 
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shall give one case only, but again, one which I be- 
lieve to be perfectly well authenticated, and for the 
explanation of which neither inheritance, nor habit, 
nor imitation can be of any avail. 

‘The grub of the ‘Saturnia Pavonia minor’ 
spins, at the upper end of its case, a double roof of 
stiff bristles, held together at the end by very fine 
threads. This roof opens through a very light pres- 
sure from within, but offers a strong resistance to 
any pressure from without. If the grub acted ac- 
cording to judgment and reason, it would, according 
to human ideas, have had to consider as follows: — 
That it might possibly become a chrysalis, and be ex- 
posed to all sorts of accidents without any chance 
of escape, unless it took sufficient precautions; that 
it would rise from the chrysalis as a butterfly, with- 
out having the organs and power to break the cover- 
ing which it had spun as a grub, or without being 
able, like other butterflies, to emit a liquid capable 
of dissolving silky threads; that, therefore, unless it 
had, while a grub, made preparations for an easy 
exit from its prison, it would suffer in it a prema- 
ture death. While engaged in building such a prison 
the grub ought to have perceived clearly that, in 
order to escape hereafter as a butterfly, it would 
have to make a roof so constructed that it should 
protect from without, but open easily from within, 
and that this could be effected by means of stiff silky 
bristles, converging in the middle, but otherwise free. 
It would also have to know beforehand that for that 
purpose the same silky substance had to be used out 
of which the whole covering was built up, only with 
greater art. And yet it could not have been in- 

1 Autenrieth, Ansichten tiber Natur und Seelenleben, 1835. 
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structed in this by its parents, because they were 
dead before it escaped from its egg. Nor could it 
have learnt it by habit and experience, for it per- 
forms this work of art once only in its life; nor by 
imitation, for it does not live in society. Its un- 
derstanding, too, could be but little cultivated dur- 
ing its grub-life, for it does nothing but creep about 
on the shrub on which it first saw the light, eat its 
leaves, cling to it with its feet, so as not to fall to 
the ground, and hide beneath a leaf, so as not to be 
wetted by the rain. To shake off by involuntary 
contortions its old skin whenever it became un- 
comfortable was the whole of its life, the whole of 
its reasoning, before it began to spin its marvellous 
shroud.” Ihave given these two cases rather fully, 
because they seem to me typical cases of acquired 
and unacquired wisdom, and because I felt it neces- 
sary, once for all, to define my own position with 
respect to the so-called intellect of animals. 

The hopelessness of explaining cases of this kind 
Te io according to any scientific principles, and 
ments de- the arbitrariness with which students of na- 
rived from the . . 
intelligence ture have explained them nevertheless in 

support of the most opposite views on the 
mental faculties of men and animals, had formerly 
led toa kind of understanding among serious psychol- 
ogists, never to appeal to this kind of evidence again. 
We can imagine, for instance, that a molluse is a mere 
mass of pulp and lives in total darkness, but we may 
equally well imagine that, being free from all the 
disturbances of the senses, and out of the reach of 
all those causes of error to which man is liable, it 
may possess a much more perfect self-knowledge, a 
much truer and deeper insight into the essence of 
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the Absolute, and a much fuller appreciation of 
eternal truths than any human soul. If further 
proof were wanted that all the observations on the 
intelligence of animals and all the conclusions that 
have been based on it are useless, nay, even mischiey- 
ous, we might appeal to the fact that while some 
of the greatest philosophers have convinced them- 
selves that animals are mere automatic machines, 
others equally great see no essential difference be- 
tween man and animal, not even that of language. 
I therefore warn my readers once for all, that if, 
either in order to answer other philosophers or to 
come to an understanding with them, I speak some- 
times of the intellect of a dog or an elephant or an 
ape, I do not speak of real animals, but only of those 
conventional beings that owe their existence to the 
pleasure of physiologists and psychologists, but are 
nowhere to be found in nature. 

Returning after these preliminaries to my study 
with its table, its flowers, and its carpet, I am willing 
to admit that the dog, the conventional dog, who is 
all the time lying at my feet on the carpet, has no 
perception of the carpet as such, or a concept of the 
carpet as a piece of workmanship or a work of art. 
Though he feels, and smells, and sees what we call 
carpet, he cannot be said to be conscious of his 
perceiving. Sensation and consciousness of sensation 
represent two different worlds.!. He would never 
distinguish its colors or pattern, never notice its too 
visible seams, never utter a peculiar bark for carpet. 
All this, however, throws very little light on the 
presence or absence of attention in our own mind, 
and leaves many things even in the mind of the con- 

1 See T. H. Green, Works, vol. ii. p. 212. 
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ventional dog quite unexplained. Why, for instance, 
should the same dog perceive the step of his master 
or of a stranger on the staircase long before I do, and 
why should he be able to draw what may be called 
an inference as to a cat having crept over his carpet, 
from indications far too faint to attract my attention 
or excite my interest ? 

Instead of having recourse to animals, or rather to 
the ever-ready conventional animal of the philosopher, 
it is far better to examine ourselves, if we want to 
find out what does or what does not pass within our 
own mind. We shall then discover that, in spite of 
our own loose phraseology, we never in reality per- 
ceive anything, unless we can distinguish it from 
other things by means, if not of a word, yet of a sign; 
that is, till we have passed through the four stages of 
sensation, perception, conception, and, more impor- 
tant than all, of naming; for we name, not only by 
words, but by other signs also. 

What we may, however, grant to the physiologi- 
Unperceivea Cl psychologists is that our senses receive 
Tmpressions- many impressions unperceived, impressions 
of which we are not conscious at the time, and that 
some of these impressions may leave traces behind 
which influence and determine our thoughts in a 
way quite inexplicable to ourselves. There are de- 
grees of listlessness and attention, and some of these 
half - realized impressions may well account for the 
vague imaginings, for dreams and fancies, which are 
familiar to most of us, but which we are often totally 
unable to explain. Do we not often imagine that we 
have seen a face or scenery, though we have not? 
Do not images and thoughts suddenly rise within us, 
though we cannot tell whence they come and whither 
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they go? Unrealized impressions may not account 
for the whole of this mysterious sphere of what has 
been sometimes called “unconscious cerebrization,” 
but they nevertheless may have their share in it. 

We have thus seen at the very beginning of our 
analysis of the human mind how much con- gyunaance 
fusion of thought can be caused by the SEE 
abundance and super-abundance of philo- T™»- 
sophical terms. Because we have a name for im- 
pressions by the side of sensations, we are led 
to imagine that impressions do actually exist by the 
side of sensations. But what was originally meant 
by impression was not something beside sensation, 
but rather one side of sensation, namely the passive 
side, which may be spoken of by itself, but which in 
every real sensation is inseparable from its active 
side. We can never be entirely passive when we re- 
ceive (capiendo re-cipimus), that is, when we 
lay hold of what is offered us. Even the faintest 
shiver of our senses is pervaded by something pecul- 
iar to ourselves, something which we must accustom 
ourselves to call mental. The term impression may 
be useful for certain purposes, but it becomes mis- 
chievous as soon as it is taken for something entirely 
independent of ourselves. We shall meet with this 
difficulty again and again, and we shall arrive at the 
conclusion, I believe, that it would really be the 
greatest benefit to mental science, if all such terms 
as impression, sensation, perception, intu- 
ition, presentation, representation, con- 
ception, idea, thought, cognition, as well as 
sense, mind, memory, intellect, understand- 
ing, reason, soul, spirit, and all the rest could 
for a time be banished from our philosophical dic- 
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tionaries, and not be re-admitted till they had under- 
gone a thorough purification. 

That every one of these words is used in different 
senses by different philosophers might be tolerated, 
if only each philosopher would tell us clearly, and 
once for all, in what sense he himself means to use 
them. But this is what few philosophers, not even 
Kant, attempt to do; and if they do it, they often 
seem to imagine that because there are so many 
words, there must also be so many distinctions.! 
They overburden us with definitions which overlap 
each other and make confusion worse confounded. 

Nor is this all. In every act of the mind we may 
i ee distinguish at least three things, the act, 
ment,ke the instrument, sometimes called the 
Ta faculty, and the result, though we ought 
always to remember that these three can never be 
completely separated. This will require more care- 
ful examination. 

Impression is generally used in the sense of a 
product. It seems to imply no act, and to require 
no instrument. All that we are told is that an im- 
pression is caused by an irritation of the senses. 

Sensation means both an act and the product of 
the act. The instrument would be called sense or 
the senses. 

Perception is an act, its product may be dis- 
tinguished by the name of percept, but it is dif- 
ficult to find a good name for the instrument. What 
I mean by perception is sometimes called presenta- 
tion (Vorstellung) or image, by Locke idea, by 


1 Mill, Logic, i. 8, 9, rightly speaks of the disposition, wherever we 
meet with two names which are not precisely synonymous, to suppose that 


they must be the names of two different things, as a cause of many delu- 
sions. 
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Hume impression, by others intuition (An- 
schauung), etc. JI should have preferred to use 
mind as the name of the instrument or faculty 
through which we realize our perceptions, but we 
want this word in its more general sense, comprising 
all that is going on within us, and we are therefore 
driven to take the name of imagination (Hinbil- 
dungskraft!), if we want to speak of that supposed 
instrument or faculty which enables us to form im- 
ages or sensuous percepts. 

Conception is an act, its product a concept, 
while the instrument is called by various names, in- 
tellect, understanding (Verstand), reason 
(Vernunft), synthesis of recognition, ete. 

If we add to these nine terms those of Naming 
(Logos), Language, and Name, we have gensation, 
all we want in speaking definitely of the ¢orcRtion 
operations of the mind. I shall confine my- **™"® 
self, as much as possible, to this terminology, but I 
must reserve its full justification for a later part of 
this enquiry. 


Act. Instrument or Faculty. Product. 
Sensation, Sense, Sensations. 
Perception, Imagination, Percepts.? 
Conception, Intellect, Concepts.® 
Naming, Language, Names. 


In addition to these we still want two words, one 
to express the partial permanence of sensa- yemory 
tions, percepts, and concepts, which I call *’ 
Memory, or if we must distinguish between act and 

1 ‘Transcendental unity of imagination,” Kant. 
2 Locke: Simple ideas, (1) of sense, (2) of reflection. Berkeley: 
Ideas, (1) imprinted on the senses, (2) produced by the passions. Hume: 


Impressions. 
3 Locke: Complex ideas. Berkeley: Ideas formed by memory and 


imagination. Hume: Ideas. 
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instrument, remembrance and memory. We 
shall see, however, that for our mental operations 
Obliviscence is often more important than Mem- 
ory, and exercises the greatest influence, not only on 
our reasoning, but on our fancy also. Another name 
is wanted as a general term for all that is going on 
within us, whether sensation, perception, conception, 
or naming, for which I reserve Mind, if we want a 
noun, and to think, if we want a verb.1 

Sensation, being shared in common by men and 
Thefunda. @Dimals, is often represented as the lowest 
mental char- deoree of mental activity. But though it 
Sensation. may be the lowest, in so far as it is the first 
act, it is also in another sense the highest, the first, 
the most important act. Instead of being the most 
easy to understand, it is really the most mysterious, 
an act which admits of no simile or metaphor any- 
where, an act which we cannot explain by any other, 
an ultimate fact in our subjective world, as motion is 
in the objective world. French philosophers imagined 
that by their tenet of Penser, c’est sentir, they 
were degrading thought ; but they were wrong. Con- 
dillac and his school had previously taken out of sen- 
tir all that is penser, and they then thought that, 
like a clever juggler, they could startle the world by 
showing that the bird was still to be found in the 
broken egg-shell. If, however, we take sensation, 
such as it really is, impregnated with thought, not 
such as it was imagined to be, as a reflection in a 
looking-glass or an impression on a tabula-rasa, 
then penser may as truly be said to be sentir, as 

1 Thus Descartes (Principes de Philosophie, ed. Cousin, p. 57) says: 


Fe . are : : = 
c’est pourquoi non-seulement entendre, vouloir, imaginer, mais aussi 
sentir, c’est la méme chose ici que penser.” See Huxley, Hume, p. 62. 
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an oak tree may be said to be the acorn. We must 
only remember that an acorn is far more wonderful 
than an oak tree, and perceiving far more wonderful 
than thinking. 

What is called Locke’s tenet, though it dates from 
a much earlier time, Nihil est inintel- 
lectu quod non ante fuerit in sensu, inteletu 
which one might translate by “on ne dmulstin 
pense que ce qu'on a senti,” is the ~*~” 
truth, though it is not the whole truth. My objection 
to it is that it sounds somewhat mythological, con- 
veying the idea as if there were two chambers, one 
called sense, the other intellect, and as if objects 
marched from one into the other. What it is really 
meant to show is that without sense there would be 
nothing for the intellect to do ; or, if we prefer Kant’s 
expression, that the intellect without sense would 
be empty, as sense without intellect would be blind. 
Locke’s tenet becomes perfectly right, however, as 
soon as wechange it into Nihil est in intellectu 
quod non simul sit in sensu, and Nihil est 
in sensu quod non simu] sit in intellectu. 
And this has the sanction of Kant, who says in so 
many words, ‘There is nothing in the senses that 
is not at the same time in the intellect;” and of a 
still older sage, who said: vots opé Kal vous dKovel, TAAAG 
Kobe Kal TupAd. 

But let us now goa step further. For a long time 
a child, we know, though his eyes may rest ,, | naee 
on the carpet in the nursery, would have no exist by 


themselves. 


percept, no representation of the carpet as 


1Jn a letter from Sir T. Bodley to Sir F. Bacon, dated February, 1607, 
we read: ‘‘It being a maxim of all men’s approving, in intellectu 
nihil est quod non prius fuit in sensu.” Locke lived 1632- 


1704. 
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a whole. He might miss the carpet if it were taken 
away, and be pleased even unto uttering shouts of 
delight if it were brought back. But of a carpet, 
as such, the young child has as yet no percept, still 
less any concept or name. Nay, it is quite possible 
in our ‘state of society that a child may have the 
name for carpet, whether in the language of the 
nurse or in his own peculiar baby-language, long be- 
fore he could be said to have a concept of it. 
And here I must warn all psychologists against a 
new danger, quite as great as that which I 
Raney pointed out before in the case of animals. 
Peyeholesy- Tf there is danger from Menagerie Psychol- 
ogy, there is still greater danger from Nursery 
Psychology. Nothing is more common among psy- 
chologists than to imagine that they can study the 
earliest processes in the formation of the human 
mind by watching the awakening mental powers 
of achild. The illustrations taken from the nursery 
are not perhaps quite so fanciful as those collected 
from menageries, but they have often done more 
mischief, because they sound so much more plausible. 
There is probably no philosopher who has not tried 
to watch the development of the human mind in 
watching the daily manifestations of an awakening 
intellect in his own child. These paternal experi- 
ments are always very charming, but their inherent 
difficulties are insuperable. We cannot isolate the 
child, unless we repeat the experiment of the Em- 
peror Frederick II. ; and the disturbing influences of 
the artificial atmosphere in which our children are 
brought up are such as to render all observations 
almost entirely useless.! 


1 That some useful hints may be taken from watching children is not 
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Nothing remains here also but to examine our- 
selves, and by this process we shall find that, like 
unperceived sensations, unconceived perceptions are 
impossible in actual thought, though in theory they 
may be postulated as hidden factors in the silent 
growth of our mind. 

In forming percepts we are not receptive or passive 
only, for every percept is perceived by us : 
under the inherent conditions of our sensu- id Coenals ; 
ous intuition, Space and Time, and subject ae 
to what has been called the fundamental category of 
our mind, the category of Causality, that is, the 
necessity under which we are, if we think at all, of 
referring every impression or sensation of ours to a 
cause, changing it thereby into an external object. 
Thus sweetness, redness, coldness, or heat, which 
represent at first passive states of the subject only, 
are changed through an inherent necessity of our 
mind of accepting everything as effect and cause, 
into a cause, or into what we call an object out- 
side ourselves. Instead of saying, as we should say 
while only impressed, that we are hot or cold, or that 
we feel sweet or red, we add that we are so because 
of something else, and we then proceed to say that 
this something else outside us is sweet, or red, or cold, 
or hot, such as sweet (sugar), a red (rose), cold 
(ice), hot (fire). What this “something else” is, 
and whether it is anything at all outside us, are ques- 
tions which do not concern us here. If we must have 
a name for it, Kant’s Ding an sich seems the least 
objectionable, particularly if we define it as no more 


denied. Mr. Horatio Hall’s paper, ‘‘ On the Origin of Languages,” 1886, 
shows the advantages, but also the dangers, of observations made on this 
parler enfantin. Lect. on the S. L., vol. i. p. 394. 
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than “the transcendental ground of the unity of con- 
sciousness in the synthesis of the manifold in the 
object of experience.” ! 

The forms of space and time then follow by them- 
selves, for we cannot but look upon all that is out- 
side us as perceived and measured from the central 
standpoint of each individual ego, i. e. as being in 
Space; while we must likewise look upon all that 
passes within us as perceived and measured from the 
momentary standpoint occupied by each individual 
ego,i.e.in Time. The individual percipient must 
constitute both the Here and the N ow for all that 
is to be perceived, otherwise the percepts would not 
be his percepts. This is what Kant meant when he 
said: “If I take away all thought from an empirical 
cognition, there remains no cognition whatever of an 
object, for nothing is thought by mere intuition, and 
the fact of my senses being affected gives me noth- 
ing that relates to any object.” Instead therefore 
of saying that we cannot think in sight or see in 
thought, we should rather say that we never see 
without thought nor think without sight or the shad- 
ows of sight. 

But though in this sense all real percepts, being 
Percepts in. Tepresentations in time and space, or images, 
foarwe. Or phantasmata, are already our own work, 
cones they are still more so if we consider that 
in actual thought percepts always participate in the 
nature of concepts. Most philosophers draw a sharp 
line of separation between percepts and concepts, be- 
cause percepts are always representations of single 


1 T. H. Green, Works, vol. ii. p. 24. 
2 “There is no perception without an intellectual interpretation of sensa- 
tion.” T. H. Green, Works, vol. ii. p. 176. 
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objects, and because it is an old maxim of philosophy 
that there is no knowledge of single things. Never- 
theless, as in the case .of impressions, we may here 
also admit a kind of eocene period, during which per- 
eepts gradually rise towards the sphere of concepts, 
though the admission of such a period is again more 
the result of reasoning than of actual experience. 
The very moment we become conscious of a percept, 
or of an individual object, we have to comprehend it 
under something else, and thus to begin to conceive 
it,even if it be only under the most general catego- 
ries of our mind. Sokrates, the moment he is named, 
ceases to be a mere percept. He may be a mere indi- 
vidual, and the sign by which we know him may bea 
mere nomen proprium; but for all that, it is a 
name, and a name always involves a concept, even if 
it be so general as person, or living thing, or being. 
Any green, as soon as it is perceived as this green, is 
ipso facto perceived as like unto other greens, and 
as unlike yellow or blue; it is conceived as some- 
thing which we afterwards call color. 

So that here again we arrive at the conclusion with 
which we started, namely, that though sensations, 
percepts, and concepts may be distinguished, they are 
within our own mind one and indivisible. We can 
never know sensations except as percepts, we can 
never know of percepts except as incipient concepts. 
Each concept contains as its ingredients both percepts 
and sensations, but neither of these have any separate 
existence except as the causes of a concept. Sensa- 
tions, once planted on the soil of our mind, grow into 
percepts and concepts, but the three can as little be 
torn asunder as a flower can be torn from the stem, 
or the stem from its seed. ‘The three are one, and, 
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if separated, they cease to be what they are; they 
die and may be preserved as withered flowers, but 
nothing can revive them except a new spring, or a 
new creative act of the mind. To quote Herder’s 
words, though with a wider meaning, “ Our whole 
soul acts everywhere as one and undivided.” 4 

It has often been said that animals have sensations 
Percepts of @nd percepts, but that one ought not to 
Animals. ascribe to them the possession of concepts. 
Of the conventional animal of the philosopher this 
may be quite true. We have a right to conclude by 
analogy that it is so, provided only that we are al- 
ways prepared to admit that we do not know in the 
least how animals philosophize, and how an ox recog- 
nizes his stable-door. With this proviso I am quite 
ready to admit that animals may have percepts, and 
that they share in common with man what Kant calls 
the power of sensuous intuition, nay, in a certain 
sense what Schopenhauer calls the fundamental cate- 
gory of causality. Whether the absence of concepts 
would impart to the mental activity of animals a 
superiority over our mind, or an inferiority, is not a 
question which concerns us at present; all we have to 
admit is that their minds, stored with sensations and 
percepts only, would probably act in a way different 
from our own. In the mind of man percepts, pur 
et simple, do not exist; they are always tinged 
with the first rays of the dawn which precedes the 
full sunrise of conceptual light. Anda percept which, 
as in man, can become a concept, is different by this 
very fact from a percept which, as in animals, can 
never grow into anything else; but what the exact 
difference may be no human understanding can _pos- 

1 Noiré, Ursprung der Sprache, p. 47. 
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sibly fathom, though all the more ample room is left 
to conjecture and fancy. 

It is pleasant to find sometimes the results of hard 
philosophical labor, the work of centuries of 
thought, anticipated with the utmost sim- nea Sue 
plicity by early philosophers, by men who  nestot Sen. 
hardly knew that they were philosophers. pepaens and 
Thus, in explaining a passage in the Kau- Se, 
shitaki Upanishad (III. 7), the Indian commenta- 
tor says: ‘ The organs of sense cannot exist without 
pragna, 1. e. consciousness, nor can the objects of sense 
be obtained without the organs of sense. Therefore, 
on the principle that when one thing cannot exist 
without another, the two are said to be identical, the 
objects of sense, being never found without the organs 
of sense, are identical with them, and the organs of 
sense, being never found without pragf& or conscious- 
ness, are identical with it.’ He gives as illustrations 
of what he here means by identity, that cloth, being 
never seen without threads, is identical with them, 
and that the false perception of silver, being never 
found without the mother-of-pearl, is identical with it. 

Now what is all this but a simple anticipation of 
what I have been trying to establish, that sensations 
are impossible without percepts, and percepts without 
concepts, just as the cloth is impossible without the 
threads, and the threads without the wool? That the 
objects of the senses are identical with the senses is a 
statement which goes beyond our present purpose, for 


1 ‘Mich diinkt, der Mensch wiirde sich, (so wie das sprachlose Thier, 
das in der fiusseren Welt, wie in einem dunkeln, betiiubenden Wellen- 
Meere schwimmt), ebenfalls in dem vollgestirnten Himmel der dussern 
Anschauung dumpf verlieren, wenn er das verworrene Leuchten nicht 
durch Sprache in Sternbilder abtheilte, und sich durch diese das Ganze in 
Theile fiir das Bewusstsein auflisete.”? Jean Paul. 
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we want to prove no more than that they are insep- 
arable; but this passage from an Indian commentator 
is curious at all events as an anticipation of the most 
advanced views of European idealism. 

We now come to the third and most important and 
canon. most fiercely contested question, namely, 
certs cxist whether concepts can exist without words. 
aaa If the question is put ina vague way, namely, 
whether we can think without words or speak with- 
out thought, it is difficult to answer it. People must 
define what they mean by thinking, and what by 
speaking. If, as Descartes says, every kind of inward 
activity, whether sensation, pain, pleasure, dreaming, 
or willing be called thought, no doubt we can think 
without words. Again, if every kind of shriek or 
howl, or even the sounds of real words, but taken 
from a foreign language, be called language, we can 
speak without thought. But this is begging the 
whole question. We do not mean by thought mere 
suffering of sensations, or willing of actions, nor do 
we mean by words mere sound. We mean by lan- 
guage what the Greeks called Logos, word and mean- 
ing in one, or rather something of which word and 
meaning are only, as it were, the two sides. 

We may also, for certain purposes, distinguish the 
mere activity of thinking, as described in formal 
logic, from the objects of this activity ; but if we ask 
what the immediate objects of our thinking activity 
are, we shall always find they are words expressing 
our concepts of things, but not either things or 
concepts. Cogitamus, sed verba cogitamus.! 
That we can conceive of concepts also, as apart from 
words, the very word concept would seem to prove. 

1 St. Augustin, Magister, i. p. 778, ed. Lugduni, 1563. 
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But we cannot be too much on our guard against 
that very common error that things which can be 
distinguished can therefore claim an independent 
existence. We can distinguish between the hair of 
our head and the skin on which it grows, but hair 
-cannot exist, can neither live nor grow, without 
something on which it grows. We can distinguish 
between an orange and its peel, but there is no 
orange without peel, no peel without an orange. 
We can distinguish between the colors of the sur- 
face of the peel of an orange and the surface of the 
peel, but in rerum natura no color can ever be 
conceived to exist without a surface, as little as a 
surface without color. Two lines are very different 
from the angle which they enclose, but we can have 
no angle without the two converging lines. 

The same applies to language. No one can be de- 
ceived by the argument that words have a separate 
existence in grammars and dictionaries, for we might 
say with the same right that hairs have a separate 
existence in wigs, or skins in boots. In a perfect lan- 
guage we should expect different names for living and 
dead hair, just as we distinguish between grass and 
hay. But even in our imperfect languages, we can 
distinguish, in German for instance, between W orte, 
living words, and Woérter, dead words. A word is 
not a mere sound to be written down or to be re- 
peated by parrots, but a spoken and living sound ; 
it is originally an act, which, no doubt, may be re- 
peated thoughtlessly, but which ceases to be what it 
is as soon as its intention is wanting or its soul has 
departed. 

We must now face the most important of all ques- 
tions, namely whether concepts can exist without 
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words. It is curious to observe how unwilling peo- 
ae ple are to admit that concepts without 
and Thought words are impossible, though at the same 
Inseparable. = ar 

time they are quite willing to concede that 
words are impossible without concepts. It seems 
almost to be felt as an indignity that what is most 
spiritual in us, our thoughts, should be dependent 
on such*miserable crutches as words are supposed 
to be. But why are words to be called miserable 
crutches? They are the very limbs, ay, they may 
become the very wings of thought. We do not com- 
plain that we cannot move without our legs. Why 
then should it be thought humiliating that we can- 
not think without words ? 

That words are possible without concepts is a 
view most assiduously supported by one class of 
scholars, namely by those who see the origin of lan- 
guage in the imitation of natural sounds or in simple 
interjections. Neither of these, however, are what 
we mean by language, and we need not therefore 
examine the arguments advanced by the supporters 
of this view, and adopted by a certain school of phi- 
losophy. 

The other view, that concepts are possible without 
words, is held not only by professed Conceptualists, 
but by many philosophers who cannot make up their 
mind on this point in one way or the other, as if it 
were possible to make even the first step in philos- 
ophy before we have clearly seen that we think in 
words and in nothing but words. Yet we may open 
book after book on logic, the science or art of 
thought, and we are met everywhere by the same 
vagueness, or, I might almost say, want of intellect- 
ual courage which keeps their authors from saying 
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either Yes or No to this, the most momentous of all 
questions in philosophy —Is thought possible with- 
out words ? 

Mill, in his great work on Logic, cannot bring 
himself to say more than that ‘ reasoning 
or inference, the principal subject of logic, is 
an operation which usually takes place by means of 
words, and in all complicated cases can take place in no 
other way.” But he never shows in what other way 
it might be possible to reason, even though it be an 
exception only, without language. When he speaks 
of the logic of images and feelings,! this can hardly 
be more than a metaphorical expression. He calls 
language one of the principal elements or helps 
of thought, but he never mentions any other instru- 
ments. He returns to the same problem again and 
again, but he always leaves it half decided, and with 
numerous limitations which show that he is not sat- 
isfied himself. ‘* There are thinkers,” he writes, 
** who have held that language is not solely, accord- 
ing to a phrase generally current, an instrument of 
thought, but the instrument; that names, or some- 
thing equivalent to them, some species of artificial 
signs, are necessary to reasoning; that there could 
be no inference, and consequently no induction, with- 
out them. Butif the nature of reasoning was cor- 
rectly explained in the earlier part of the present 
work, this opinion must be held to be an exaggera- 
tion, though of an important truth. If reasoning be 
from particulars to particulars, and if it consists in 
recognizing one fact as a mark of another, or a mark 
of a mark of another, nothing is required to render 
reasoning possible, except senses and association: 

1 Examination of Sir W. Hamilton's Philosophy, p. 385. 


Mill. 


32 THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 


senses to perceive that two facts are conjoined ; asso- 
ciation, as the law by which one of those two facts 
raises up the idea of the other. For these mental 
phenomena, as well as for the belief or expectation 
which follows, and by which we recognize as having 
taken place, or as about to take place, that of which 
we have perceived a mark, there is evidently no need 
of language. And this inference of one particular 
fact from another is a case of induction.” 

Now all this is perfectly true, and I have often 
dwelt on this kind of reasoning as shared in common 
by man and brute. Whether it is wise to call it 
reasoning is another question, but in the vulgar ac- 
ceptation of the word it may be so called. But on 
the other hand, no one has more clearly shown the 
immense difference between this kind of sensuous 
reasoning and what we mean by conceptual thought- 
reasoning than Mill himself. 

He then continues: “It is of this sort of induction 
that brutes are capable; it is in this shape that un- 
cultivated minds make almost all their inductions.” 4 
Here again I agree with Mill, so far as animals are 
concerned, but with regard to “uncultivated minds,” 
I doubt whether they ever reason entirely without 
names, or I should rather say, I am convinced they 
do not. 

But this is a matter that can be settled by experi- 
ment only, and whichever way it is settled, it would 
not affect the general and really important question 
before us. Mill himself is far too serious a reasoner 
not to see this, but he evidently clings to some old 
shibboleth which he does not like entirely to discard. 
So having made his small reservations, he frankly 

1 Logic, iv. 3, 2, 3. 
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acknowledges “that though suchlike inference of 
an inductive character is possible without the use 
of signs, it would never, without them, be carried 
much beyond the very simple cases which we have 
just described, and which form, in all probability, the 
limit of the reasonings of those animals to whom con- 
ventional language is unknown.” What is this but 
to admit that the thinking and reasoning with which 
alone we are concerned cannot be carried on without 
general signs, universals, general names, and general 
propositions ; that thought in fact is as inseparable 
from language as language is from thought? Logie, 
at all events, has nothing to do with the reasoning of 
animals, and if the reasoning of men — barring some 
imaginary savages —takes place by language only, 
what an immense benefit would a logician such as 
Mill have derived if he had once broken away from 
the prejudices against so-called Nominalism, and had 
studied thought where alone it has been fully real- 
ized, — in language. 

In one passage he goes so far as to admit that 
“language is a catalogue raisonné of the no- 
tions of all mankind.” ! ‘This does not seem very 
different from Condillac’s remark that all science is 
but a well-made language. Yet Mill attacks this 
remark of Condillac’s with a warmth quite unusual 
in so mellow a reasoner. He has worked himself up 
into a rage against what he calls mere names, and 
this expression “a mere name”? is really at the root 
of nearly all the objections raised against the insep- 
arability of thought and language. A mere name, 
however, if people would but reflect, is nothing, or 
is certainly what a name is not. In a desert island 

1 Vol. i. p. 25. 
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a wrecked sailor might call a sovereign a mere sover- 
eign, or a mere piece of metal. But in society that 
sovereign means food and life. In the same manner 
a name in a living language is never a mere name. 
A name is nothing if it is not the name of a thing, a 
thing is nothing if it is not the thing of a name. In 
some places Mill seems to see this quite clearly, as 
clearly as the Latin language puts it before us when 
it places no-men by the side of no-tio. Thus he 
says that “the meaning of any general name is some 
outward or inward phenomenon, consisting, in the 
last resort, of feelings ;” 1 and with him these feel- 
ings are all we can possibly know of things. But 
the spectre of Nominalism returns again, and his dis- 
trust of what is called verbal knowledge leaves him 
no rest. ‘* We think indeed,” he writes, * to a con- 
siderable extent by means of names, but what we 
think of are the things called by those names (why 
not meant by those names?), and there cannot be 
a greater error than to imagine that thought can be 
carried on with nothing in our mind but names, or 
that we can make the names think for us.”? No 
one, I believe, ever maintained that the names think 
for us, though there is a kind of thought, what Leib- 
niz called symbolical thought, where it might be said 
with some truth that names think for us.3 All I 
maintain is that, not only to a considerable extent, 
but always and altogether we think by means of 
names, and that things are no more to us than what 
we mean by their names. What we really mean by 
names must be settled by definition, and according 
1 Logie, ii. 2, 4. 2 Logic, ii. 2, 2. 


3 Mill, on Sir W. Hamilton, pp. 891-392: ‘‘ When thinking is completely 


symbolical, the meaning of the word is eliminated from thought, and only 
the word remains.”’ 
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as our knowledge changes, the definition and there- 
fore the meaning of names will change. Every new 
addition to our experience may be said to change, to 
correct, or to complete both the intension and the ex- 
tension of our names, but before we can use our new 
knowledge, it must always have been embodied either 
in an old or in a new name. There may be little or 
much, there may be damp or dry powder in a cart- 
ridge, but without some sort of cartridge we cannot 
fire. So there may be little or much, there may be 
false or true knowledge in our names, but without 
some sort of name we cannot reason. How often did 
the ancient thinkers see quite clearly what we can 
only perceive after removing the thick veil of scho- 
lastic prejudice! We were told at school that it was 
strange that the Greeks should not have distinguished 
between Adyos, speech, and dédyos, reason, and it was 
represented as a progress towards clearer thought 
that later writers should have distinguished between 
Adyos mpopoprKds, the spoken word, and dédyos évdidberos, 
the inner thought. No doubt it may be an advantage 
to be able to distinguish between two sides of the 
same thing, but that advantage is more than neutral- 
ized if such distinction leads us to suppose that these 
two sides are two different things. 

The Hindus were still more philosophical in their 
language than the Greeks, for they called all things 
(res, zpdéypara) padartha, i.e. artha, meaning, 
pada, of the word, just as the schoolmen said, the 
essence is the meaning of a name.! 

Let us now see what other recent logicians have 
said on this subject. 

Archbishop Whately is most outspoken. Accord- 

1 See T. H. Green, Works, vol. ii. p. 221. 
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ing to him Logic is entirely conversant with the use of 
language, and while Sir W. Hamilton deems 
such an opinion too absurd to be imputed 
to an Archbishop, Mill, as his antagonist, shows how 
truly the formation of concepts and the subsequent 
process of combining them as arguments may be con- 
sidered as processes of language.! 

Archbishop Thomson in his “ Laws of Thought” 
(1860, p. 46) goes so far as to admit “ that 
we are entangled in absurdities by any the- 
ory which assumes that either element (thought and 
language) existed in a separate state, antecedently to 
the other;”’ yet he hesitates to draw the only conclu- 
sion which it is possible to draw from such premises, 
and which Archbishop Whately had boldly drawn. 

If we consult some more modern Manuals, we find 
Mr. Jevons in his latest work? expressing 
his conviction that ** we can hardly think 
without the proper words coming into the mind, and 
that we can certainly not make known to other 
people our thoughts and arguments, unless we use 
words.” 

Now, what should we say if in a manual of music 
we were told that we can hard1y sing at all without 
the proper notes coming into our mind, and that we 
can certainly not make known to other people our 
songs, unless we use notes? With regard to lan- 
guage the latter statement, so strongly emphasized 
by certainly, is either a truism, or not quite true, 
for we can communicate our thoughts, after they 
have once been named, by means of hieroglyphics, 
pantomime, ete. 

Professor Fowler in his “Elements of Deductive 

1 L. c. p. 887, note. 2 Logic (in Science Primers), p. 23. 
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Logic” is somewhat bolder, yet he too seems unwilling 
to pronounce definitely in favor of so great 
a heresy as that thought is impossible with- 
out words. He admits that it has been a constant 
source of dispute among logicians and psychologists, 
whether it is possible to think without the aid of 
language. He states that all logicians are agreed 
that we cannot communicate our thoughts without 
the aid of language or of equivalent signs, and he adds 
that practically we do always think by means 
of language. And yet he pleads that a logician 
need not come to a decision on this point, though it 
may be safer, he thinks, to adopt the terminology of 
those authors who regard our thoughts as expressed 
in language rather than of those who consider or at- 
tempt to consider them (the thoughts) in them- 
selves, as apart from their expression in words; that 
is to say, he himself prefers to speak of terms and 
propositions rather than of concepts and judgments. 

Professor T. H. Green, who was certainly an honest 
and painstaking thinker, evades a straight- 
forward answer to this question of all ques- 
tions, by the rather perfunctory remark, “that it is 
hard, some say impossible, to think without express- 
ing thought in language.” ! 

I observe the same hesitation in the work of my 
own old teacher, in Lotze’s “ Logic.” With 
him, too, the spirit is willing, but the flesh 
is weak. He admits that Logic “has never con- 
cerned itself witha thought which did not make its 
various ideas, one after another, the object of its at- 
tention, which did not move amongst them compar- 
ing and relating them to each other, which did not 

1 T. H. Green, Works, ed. R. L. Nettleship, vol. ii. p. 175. 
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symbolize abstract ideas by spatial images, which 
finally did not express its thoughts in the 
forms and constructions of a language.” 
Yet he maintains that “the logical meaning of a 
given proposition is in itself independent of the form 
in which language expresses it,” though he does not 
tell us how we can ever arrive at the logical meaning 
of a proposition except through language. He speaks 
of ‘an inward act of analysis and combination which 
would remain the same if it employed other forms of 
communication,” but what other forms of communica- 
tion he means he does not say. If he means numbers 
or hieroglyphics, I should have nothing to object, but 
in that case what we should really have to do would 
be to widen once for all the definition of language so 
as to make it include these earliest forms of sign-lan- 
guage. 

Is it not extremely strange that all these mod- 
ern logicians should write on the nature and laws of 
thought, and yet leave undecided the fundamental 
question, in what form our thoughts can or cannot 
exist ? How is it possible to advance one step with 
safety in any branch of philosophy, but more partic- 
ularly in logic, unless it has been settled once for all, 
either that concepts can exist without words or that 
they cannot. 

Still, modern logicians are not alone to blame. 
a, Locke,? who in many places seems deeply 

impressed with the importance of language 
for a right understanding of the nature of thought, 
admits indeed that it is almost unavoidable, in 
treating of mental propositions, to make use of words. 


1 Lotze, Logic, translated by B. Bosanquet, p. 476. 
2 Lect. on the Science of Language, vol. ii. p. 75. 
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“Most men, if not all,” he says, “in their thinking 
and reasoning within themselves, make use of words 
instead of ideas, at least when the subject of their 
meditation contains in it complex ideas.” But what 
can philosophy do with such an Almost? By this 
Almost Locke admits the possibility of thought 
without language; nay, in another place, he actually 
imagines that men, after they had formed their 
ideas, might, simply for the sake of social intercourse, 
have chosen certain words arbitrarily as the marks of 
certain ideas. 

Think of language which, as even Plato? knew, is 
indispensable for the very formation of thought, being 
invented for the sake of social intercourse! That 
language was meant, first of all, for ourselves, and 
afterwards only for others, Hobbes had perceived so 
clearly that he calls words, as meant for ourselves, 
notae, and distinguishes them from signa, the 
same words as used for the sake of communication. 
If there was only one man in the world, he says, he 
would require notae. The formation of thought is 
the first and natural purpose of language, while its 
communication is accidental only. Thus he defines 
a word: ‘*Nomen est vox humana, arbitratu hominis 
adhibita, ut sit nota qua cogitationi praeteritae 
cogitatio similis in animo excitari possit, quaeque in 
oratione disposita, et ad alios prolata signum iis 
sit qualis cogitatio in ipso proferente praecessit vel 
non praecessit.” 2 

This problem, however, of the separableness or in- 
separableness of words and thoughts, of speech and 


1 Plato, Theaet. p. 189, E: rd SiavoeioBar Adyos, dv abrh mpds abrhv 7 
Wuxy Sveéépxerar mepi Ov av oxo. 


2 Hobbes, Works, vol. ii. 4. 
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reason, was by no means a new problem, even in 
the days of Locke. It occupied a promi- 
nent place in what is often contemptuously 
called the scholastic philosophy of the middle ages, 
and it is very clear that it was the neglect of that 
philosophy which deprived Locke and his successors 
of much light which they might have derived from 
the works of the Realists and the Nominalists. The 
highest objects of their philosophical discussions 
were no doubt very different from those which in- 
terest the modern thinkers of Europe, and their 
method too was often extremely formal and re- 
pellent. But if we once make allowance for that 
and try to translate their thoughts into the philo- 
sophical phraseology of our own time, we shall feel 
surprised, not only at the exactness, but at the 
depth of their reasoning, and ashamed of the shal- 
lowness with which modern philosophy has some- 
times treated the same problems which these much 
despised scholastic philosophers had treated with a 
far more thorough appreciation of all their bearings. 
With regard to the problem of the true relation be- 
tween language and reason, no scholastic philosopher, 
whether Realist or Nominalist, would have dared to 
propose so off-hand a solution as we find in Locke. 
We cannot blame Locke for having been ignorant of 
the discoveries which an historical and comparative 
study of languages has now placed within the reach 
of every philosopher. But Abelard was equally ig- 
norant of those discoveries, and yet when he speaks 
of language and thought, he shows a very different 
appreciation of their mutual dependence. He would 
have smiled at such an idea as that of words being 
arbitrary signs of ideas, invented at a later time for 
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the sake of social intercourse. In his own peculiar 
scholastic language he enunciated in unequivocal 
words the result to which his own consistent reason- 
ing had led him: Sermo generatur ab intel- 
lectu, et generat intellectum, “Language is 
generated by the intellect and generates intellect.” 
Here we have nothing of arbitrary signs or social 
conveniences. Language, according to Abelard, is 
generated, not made, and in order to express the in- 
separableness of language and intellect, he uses the 
quaint yet very telling expression, that language is 
begotten by the intellect and the intellect by lan- 
guage. 

Hobbes, who on many important points had not 
yet lost touch with scholastic philosophy, is 
equally explicit on the relation between 
language and thought. “It is evident,” he says, 
“that truth and falsity have no place but amongst 
such living creatures as use speech ;”! and in order 
to leave no doubt on the view which he took on this 
subject, he embodied it in the quaint utterance, 
Homo animal rationale, quia orationale. 

While Locke, however, saw at all events that 
words and general ideas were completely in- 
separable, and argued from the absence of 
language in animals to the non-existence of general 
ideas in their minds, Berkeley, on the contrary, was 
so convinced that he could strip ideas of their names 
that in the Introduction to his Treatise concerning 
the Principles of Human Understanding ? (1710) he 
says: ‘‘ Since therefore words are so apt to impose on 
the understanding [I am resolved in my enquiries to 
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1 Hobbes, Works, vol. i. p. 36. 
2 Works, ed, Fraser, vol. i. p. 152. 
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make as little use of them as possibly I can1]: what- 
ever ideas I consider, I shall endeavor to take them 
bare and naked into my view, keeping out of my 
thoughts, so far as I am able; those names which 
long and constant use have so strictly united with 
them.” 

Hume accepts Berkeley’s view that we have no 
general ideas (percepts), but only particular 
ones to which a certain term has been an- 
nexed, which gives them a more extensive significa- 
tion, but whether he thinks that we can have ideas 
with this more extensive signification without such 
terms, he does not say; at least I have not been 
able to find any decisive passage on this subject. 

Leibniz has to confess, though it seems as if almost 
unwillingly, that thought without words is 
impossible. In the Dialogus de connex- 
ione inter res et verba (1679) he says: * Hoc 
unum me male habet quod numquam a me ullam 
veritatem agnosci, inveniri, probari animadverto nisi 
vocabulis vel aliis signis in animo adhibitis.” To 
which A. answers: ‘Imo si characteres abessent, 
numquam quicquam distinete cogitaremus neque 
ratiocinaremur.”’ ? 

It is difficult to find out exactly what Kant thought 
of the relation of language to thought. He 
does indeed call language the greatest, but 
not the only, instrument for understanding ourselves 
and others. He declares that to think is to speak 
with oneself (Anthropologie, § 36). When treating 
of technical terms, he admits that without an expres- 
sion accurately corresponding to its concept, we can- 
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1 This Irish bull was omitted in the second edition. 
2 Leibniz, ed. Erdmann, p. 77; Gerber, Sprache und Erkennen, p. 144. 
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not become quite intelligible either to ourselves or 
to others. But all this is very different from a clear 
perception that without language thought is alto- 
gether impossible. 

But if Kant is undecided in his views on language 
and on the relation of language to thought, 
nothing can be more explicit than the utter- 
ances of his contemporary and friend Hamann, who, 
on account of his short and telling oracular sayings. 
was often called the Magus of the North. ‘“Lan- 
guage,” he says, “is not only the foundation for the 
whole faculty of thinking, but the central point also 
from which proceeds the misunderstanding of reason 
by herself.”’* And again: ‘* The question with me is 
not, What is reason ? but, What is language? And 
here I suspect is the ground of the paralogisms and 
antinomies with which Reason is charged.” And 
again: “ Here I feel almost inclined to believe that 
our whole philosophy consists more of language than 
of reason, and the misunderstanding of numberless 
words, the prosopopoeias of the most arbitrary abstrac- 
tion, the antitheses ris pevdwvipov yrdoews; nay, the 
commonest figures of speech of the sensus com- 
munis have produced a whole world of problems, 
which can no more be raised than solved. What we 
want is a ‘ Grammar of Reason.’ ”’? 

About the same time that Kant proclaimed his 
new philosophy, the historical school in 
Germany, founded by Herder, was working 
hard to show that what had been anticipated by 
mediaeval philosophers, the inseparableness of lan- 
guage and thought, could to a certain extent be proved 
by the evidence of history, though what they called 


1 Gildemeister, Hamann’s Leben und Schriften, vol. iii. p. 71. 
2 Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, translated by M. M., vol. i. p. xxix. 
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history, the relics of popular tradition, of ancient relig- 
ion, of universal mythology, and of language, reached 
far beyond the horizon of the ordinary historian. 
Herder convinced himself and declared in words that 
could not be mistaken that “ without language man 
could never have come to his reason,” and, we might 
add, ‘“ to his senses.”’! 

Schleiermacher, who greatly influenced German 
Schieier. thought at the beginning of our century, 
macher- -_ wrote: ‘* Thinking and speaking are so en- 
tirely one that we can only distinguish them as in- 
ternal and external, nay even as internal every 
thought is already a word.” 2 

W. von Humboldt, whose authority both as a 
Ween scholar and as a thinker was equally great 
Humboldt. during that heroic epoch of German scholar- 
ship, declared again and again in favor of the insep- 
arableness of language and thought. “If we sepa- 
rate intellect and language,” he writes, ‘‘ such a sepa- 
ration does not exist in reality.” . . . “ The language 
of a people is its mind and its mind is its language ; 
we can never conceive the two as sufficiently identi- 
cal,’’8 

Philosophers by profession also, such as Schelling 
and Hegel, repeat the same words, but none of them 
seems to have had a suspicion how, if these words are 
true, all that we call philosophy will have to be 
placed on a completely new footing.* 

Schelling says: “ Without language it is impossi- 
ble to conceive philosophical, nay, even any 
human consciousness.” 


1 Herder, Jdeen zu Geschichte der Menschheit, p. 181. 

2 Dialektik, p. 449. 

8 Verschiedenheit des menschlichen Sprachbaus, vol. ii. p. 52, ed. Pott. 
4 Lect. on the Science of Language, vol. ii. p. 77, p. xxix. 
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Hegel declared in so many words that ‘ we think 
in names.” Hegel. 

Schopenhauer, generally so much more bold and 
keen - sighted than either, expresses him- Bye ans 
self somewhat obscurely when he says,! »- 
“Thoughts die the moment they are embodied in 
words.” This might seem to be but another meta- 
phorical way of expressing what Abelard said, that 
intellect gives birth to language and language to in- 
tellect. But Schopenhauer is really still entangled in 
the old distinction between sound and meaning. “ So 
important an instrument of the intellect as the con- 
cept,” he says, ‘“‘ cannot be identical with the word, a 
mere sound.’ Certainly not, if there ever had been 
such a thing asa mere word, or a mere sound. “ Never- 
theless,” he adds, ‘‘ the concept is a presentation the 
clear consciousness and preservation of which de- 
pends on the word.” And lastly, as if to show that 
he could not satisfy himself, he repeats : “ Neverthe- 
less the concept is totally distinct both from the 
word on which it depends, and from the perceptions 
from which it has sprung.” This settles his position 
with regard to this problem, and will justify my re- 
mark that Schopenhauer never reasoned out the true 
relation between words and thoughts. 

I referred before to Mill’s views on language and 
thought, and the want of precision in de- yy ana 
termining their true relation to one an- “amites 
other. I must return to him once more. My former 
extracts were chiefly taken from his “ Logic.” In 
some of his later writings, however, Mill seems more 
and more to admit that thinking, in the true sense of 


1 Paralipomena, ii. p. 52. See, however, Welt als W. und V., p. 511. 
Ethik, p. 148. 
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the word, is impossible without words. This comes 
out chiefly in his “‘ Examination of Sir William 
Hamilton’s Philosophy.”’ Sir William Hamilton held 
that the concept must always precede the name,’ and 
he defends his opinion by very telling illustrations. 
“ Language,” he says,” “is the attribution of signs 
to our cognitions of things. But as a cognition must 
have been already there, before it could receive a 
sign, consequently, that knowledge which is denoted 
by the formation and application of a word must have 
preceded the symbol which denotes it.” “ A sign,” 
however, “is necessary to give stability to our in- 
tellectual progress, —to establish each step in our 
advance as a new starting-point for our advance to 
another beyond. A country may be overrun by an 
armed host, but it is only conquered by the estab- 
lishment of fortresses. Words are the fortresses of 
thought. They enable us to realize our dominion 
over what we have already overrun in thought; to 
make every intellectual conquest the basis of opera- 
tions for others still beyond.” 

This is a most happy illustration, and the next is 
happier still. 

“You have all heard of the process of tunnelling 
— of tunnelling through a sand-bank. In this opera- 
tion it is impossible to succeed, unless every foot, nay 
almost every inch in our progress, be secured by an 
arch of masonry, before we attempt the excavation 
of another. Now, language is to the mind precisely 


1 “ Prétendre que dans l’esprit humain la notion de la chose signifiée ne 
précéde pas celle du signe, que l’homme spontané erée le symbole avant de 
savoir bien précisément ce qu’il y met, c’eit été vraisemblablement parler 
une langue inintelligible en un temps ot l’on était convaincu que l’esprit 
humain avait toujours procédé selon les régles tracées par Pabbé de Condil- 
lac.”? —Renan, Ltude d'histoire religieuse, p. 11. 

2 Examination, p. 379. 


CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS OF THOUGHT. AT 


what the arch is to the tunnel. The power of think- 
ing and the power of excavation are not dependent 
on the words in the one case, or the mason-work in 
the other ; but without these subsidiaries, neither pro- 
cess could be carried on beyond its rudimentary com- 
mencement. Though, therefore, we allow that every 
movement forward in language must be determined 
by an antecedent movement forward in thought; 
still, unless thought be accompanied at each point of 
its evolution by a corresponding evolution of lan- 
guage, its further development is arrested.” 

Nothing could be a more accurate and a more tell- 
ing simile of the progress of thought and language 
than the progress of excavation and arching in a tun- 
nel through a sand-bank. It is extremely difficult to 
express the simultaneity of these two acts. The author 
of the Khaindogya Upanishad, for instance, did his 
best. ‘ What a man thinks with his mind,” he says, 
“that he speaks with his tongue, so says the Sruti 
(revelation).” He uses the present in both sen- 
tences, yet the commentator spoils all by interpret- 
ing: “the employment of the tongue is preceded by 
the mind.” We might well be satisfied with this al- 
most contemporaneous progress of thinking and nam- 
ing, as here described by Sir W. Hamilton. But, 
curiously enough, Mill, in criticising Sir W. Hamil- 
ton, is not satisfied, but somewhat suddenly insists 
that concepts, or what are called general notions, can- 
not be formed without the aid of signs;’ nay, he 
makes another step in advance by seeing that these 
signs need not be conventional or artificial, but are 
natural signs. He now concludes? that we think 
by means of ideas of concrete phenomena, such as are 

1 Page 384. 2 Page 386. 
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presented in experience or represented in imagina- 
tion, and by means of names, which being in a pecul- 
iar manner associated with certain elements of the 
concrete images, arrest our attention on those ele- 
ments. And again: “ To say that we think by means 
of concepts, is only a circuitous and obscure way of 
saying that we think by means of general or class 
names.” 1 

We thus see that Mill, when once brought face to 
face with philosophers who hold that concepts come 
first and names afterwards, that we can think in 
concepts, though it is easier to think in names, goes 
far beyond his own original position, and is in fact 
in possession of the whole truth when he comes to 
perceive that names are natural, and not artificial 
signs. If he had seen that nomen, name, is the 
result of notio, which is the act, though often taken 
for the result of the act, like conceptio for con- 
ceptum, he would have understood in what sense 
the act and the result may be distinguished as well 
as identified. An understanding of the true relation 
between notio and nomen would likewise have 
supplied the best foundation for Sir W. Hamilton’s 
somewhat obscure theory of the identity of Con- 
ceptualism and Nominalism which so often rouses 
Mill’s anger, and yet is not very different from his 
own final view that we think by means of ideas and 
of names. 

Dr. Mansel, with whom I discussed these questions 
many years ago, though in other respects a 
sworn follower of Sir W. Hamilton, goes 
beyond him in his conviction that language is simply 
and altogether inseparable from thought. Thus he 

1 Page 387. 
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writes : 1 “ That language (verbal or other) is insep- 
arable from thought is rendered morally certain by 
the impossibility under which we labor of forming 
universal notions without the aid of voluntary sym- 
bols. The instant we advance beyond the perception 
of that which is present now and here, our knowl- 
edge can be only representative ; as soon as we rise 
above the individual object, our representative sign 
must be arbitrary. The phantasms of imagination 
may have more or less resemblance to the objects of 
sense; but they bear that resemblance solely by vir- 
tue of being, like those objects themselves, individual. 
I may recall to mind, with more or less vividness, the 
features of an absent friend, as I may paint his 
portrait with more or less accuracy ; but the likeness 
in neither case ceases to be the individual representa- 
tion of an individual man. But my conception of a 
man in general can attain universality only by sur- 
rendering resemblance ; it becomes the representative 
of all mankind only because it has no special likeness 
to any one man.” 

And in another place he says: “As a matter of 
necessity men must think by symbols; asa matter of 
fact, they do think by language.” 2 

But we have now to ask the question, which to my 
mind is most perplexing, How was it pos- wyat tor. 
sible that not one of those philosophers, not [yyy fom 
even those who fully recognized the insep- jlenesor 
arableness of language and thought, should ‘eush*. 
have seen that this discovery of the true relation of 
language and thought, or what may truly be called 
this revelation of the oneness of thought and lan- 


1 Letters, Lectures, and Reviews, p. 8. 
2 North British Review, 1850. 
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guage, means a complete revolution in philosophy ? 
How is it, that what may be called public opinion 
among philosophers has always shrunk from freely 
recognizing this discovery, and that we still hear 
the same halting and hesitating judgments, the same 
weak and wavering objections which have been 
disposed of again and again by the students of the 
Science of Language, and yet rise to the surface again 
and again ? 

I thought that in my previous writings I had 
Answersto @swered all objections that could possibly 


objections to “4 = ‘ 
thier. De raised against the fundamental tenet of 


bleness of the Science of Language, namely, the in- 
concepts: _ separableness of thought and speech. A 
few remonstrances, however, haye lately been ad- 
dressed to me again from quarters where I should 
least have expected them, and I feel obliged there- 
fore, before proceeding further, to repeat once more 
a part at least of what I have so often said before. 

I have freely and fully admitted that thoughts may 
rbd exist without words, because other signs 
besides may take the place of words. Five fingers 

or five lines are quite sufficient to convey 
the concept of five, between people speaking different 
languages, possibly between deaf and dumb people 
who speak no language at all. 

Thus the hand may become the sign for five, both 
hands for ten, hands and feet for twenty. Three 
fingers are as good as three strokes, three strokes are 
as good as three clicks of the tongue, three clicks of 
the tongue are as good as the sound three, or trois, 
or drei, or shalosh in Hebrew, or san in Chinese. 
It is also quite possible, after words and concepts 
have been framed, to represent these once more alge- 


' CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS OF THOUGHT. 51 


braically. But all these concessions may readily be 
made without in the least affecting the general propo- 
sition, that thoughts are impossible without words, or 
if it is necessary to add what is perfectly understood, 
without some other signs answering the same purpose 
as words. Anybody, for instance, who knows the 
hieroglyphic inscriptions of Egypt, or the Chinese 
system of writing, knows how easy it is to write not 
only words, but whole sentences by ideographic signs, 
which signs need not be pronounced at all, or may 
be pronounced differently in different languages, just 
as the numerals are, or the astronomical signs for 
sun, moon, the planets, etc., in our modern almanacs. 
We may even go a step further by using algebraic 
signs. Here there is nothing left to remind us of 
either words or their meanings. We are reckoning, 
not with signs of concepts, but with signs of signs ; 
yet in the end we always return from the nota notae 
to what is denoted by the first nota. 

The next objection arises from a mere abuse of 
language. It is said that when for the first yoy orjects, 
time we see a strange animal, of which we bw 2met 
do not know the name, we can still think it, remem- 
ber it, refer to it, without having as yet a name for 
it. But is “ strange animal” no name? Although in 
seeing a strange animal for the first time, we should 
have no proper name for it, we should nevertheless 
be able to think of it at once under the proximum 
genus, and this proximum genus would proba- 
bly have a name. The nameless object would be 
conceived and named as an animal or a living thing, 
possibly as a mammal, or a bird, or a fish, or again as 
something like something else that has a name. 

We see this process well illustrated in a story told 
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by Captain Cook. He was much astonished, he says, 
at the incredible ignorance of the Hervey Islanders,’ 
in making the strange mistake of calling the sheep 
and goats on board the ‘ Resolution,” “birds.” ‘The 
word actually used was Manu. This means any liv- 
ing thing moving on the earth or through the air. 
The term is applied also to human beings, as well as 
to birds. Therefore, in calling sheep and goats birds 
the Atiuans did really nothing more foolish than what 
we all should do in trying to conceive and name a 
new animal; they laid hold of it by the nearest 
genus that had a name, viz. manu, meaning a liy- 
ing or a moving thing, adding to it in course of time 
some distinctive mark.2- The Delaware word for horse 
means “the four-footed animal which carries on his 
back.” Red Indians call a school-house by a word 
which means ‘‘a stopping-place where sorcery is prac- 
tised,” their notion of book-learning being that it be- 
longs to the uncanny arts. 

The Romans thought of the elephant as Bos Luca 
or Lucanus,? and the New Zealanders of swine as 
large dogs. Every step we make in approaching the 
exact concept of a new object is a step in language, 
and without language not a single step could be made. 

And what applies to cases where we have to think, 
Inexpressible that is, to speak to ourselves, of new objects 
thoughts: which we see clearly before us, though we 


1 W. Gill, Savage Life in Polynesia, p. 188. 

2 Every word may thus be represented by M=G+4; see Lotze, Logic, 
p. 157. 

8 Varro, LZ. L., 7. 3. 89, par. 39, ed. Miiller. Varro is inclined to derive 
Luca from lux, but he quotes the true derivation also: ‘ Quod nostri, 
quum maximam quadrupedem, quam ipsi haberent, vocarent bovem, et in 
Lucanis, Pyrrhi bello, primum vidissent apud hostes elephantos, id est, 
quadrupedes cornutos (nam quos dentes multi dicunt sunt cornua), Luca- 
nam bovem quod putabant, Lucam bovem appellassent.”” 
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know not yet where to place them, applies also to 
cases where our thoughts seem altogether vague and 
obscure. We speak even of inexpressible thoughts, 
by which we generally mean mere states of feeling, 
which can never be rendered into language except 
approximately, metaphorically, or poetically.!. Some- 
times we feel dissatisfied at the imperfection of lan- 
guage which compels us to seek among old words 
some that seem appropriate for our new purposes, or 
to trust to composition, or lastly to try what can be 
done by making a new word out of the materials ac- 
cumulated in our own, or even in foreign languages. 
But all this only serves to show that thought without 
words is impossible. 

Other objections have been made, and I need hardly 
say that all of them have been for a time urged most 
strongly by myself and against myself; but their 
examination has only served to confirm the fact that 
thoughts and words are inseparable, and that neither 
of them can have any independent existence. 

It has been said, for instance, that there are certain 
words which are absent in English, French, porign 
or German, while what they signify is well ve" 
known even to those who borrow the foreign expres- 
sion. In French there is no word for standing,’ yet 
no one would say that the concept of standing was 
unknown to any Frenchman, particularly if he knew 
the Latin stare. 

All we can say is that the French language has 
lost by accident, if there is accident in the growth 
of language, or in reality for phonetic reasons,® the 

1 Lotze, Logic, book ii. chap. 1. 


2 Schopenhauer, vi. 602. 
8 Such forms as sto, stas, stat, would have become almost undis- 


tinguishable in modern French. Derivations of stare remained in French, 
such as station, état, été, etc. 
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short and very useful verb expressing to stand in the 
most general way. But its place has been taken by 
other expressions, such as €tre debout. 

Again, it happens that a language forms concepts 
and words, which in course of time become so special- 
ized or localized that it is impossible to translate them 
adequately into any other language. Thus in French, 
naif was originally no more than nativus, but with 
a people who valued artificial refinement so highly as 
the French the charm of anything really native or 
natural became likewise refined and almost artificial, 
and hence the peculiar coloring of the French conceit 
conveyed in naif. No one has the correct concept 
of the French naif who has not studied the French 
character and the history of French literature, and 
the very fact that this French concept can be success- 
fully conveyed in a French word only, so far from 
telling against us, serves again to confirm the opinion 
that thoughts and words are inseparable. 

So many sentiments and recollections have gathered 
round the English word gentleman, that hardly 
two people use the word in exactly the same sense. 
Gentilhomme is the same word, but conveys no 
longer the same concept, whereas the German Edel- 
mann has so much deviated from its original purport 
that it had to be replaced by a new term, namely 
EKhrenmann. 

The concepts conveyed by these words are ex- 
tremely complicated, they are like agglomerates of 
the smallest stones that have been tossed for centu- 
ries by the waves of the sea, rolled together, smoothed 
and polished. They can exist in their completeness 
once, and once only; and here again the fact that 
such concepts can be conveyed by one word only, 
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and that, even after we have appropriated the for- 
eign concept, we have to borrow the foreign word if 
we wish accurately to convey the foreign concept, 
shows clearly that concepts and words live one and 
the same life. The words, as we find them in Dic- — 
tionaries, are, as it were, mere mummies, the words 
as they live in the language of each successive genera- 
tion are their living descendants, and, as long as they | 
live, they live by the unity of sound and meaning,and | 
by that constant, yet independent, change both in / 
their sound and in their meaning which constitutes | 
the true life and development of language. aa 
If, however, it should still seem doubtful whether 
thought is really impossible except in the pyperiments 


shape of words, nothing remains but that (Pere it 


those who doubt should try a practical ex- ‘possible 
periment which, as in physical so in mental *°™* 
science, ought to be the best test of truth. Let every 
reader, whether English, French, or German, try as 
hard as he can, for at least five minutes, to think the 
saying of Descartes, Cogito, ergo sum, without 
allowing either these Latin words, or their English, 
French, or German equivalents, “I think, there- 
fore I am,’ “Je pense, partant je suis,” “Ich 
denke, also bin ich,” to pass through their minds. 
If the result is, as I expect it will be, Non possu- 
mus, then I hope that the experiment will have sup- 
plied what may have been wanting in the convincing 
strength of the argument. It might be said, how- 
ever, that this is too complicated a sentence, and 
that, with regard to complicated sentences, even Mill 
is ready to admit, if not the necessity, at least the 
usefulness of language. We shall therefore proceed 
to prove that even so simple a concept as Dog is 
impossible without language. 
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Some of the Polynesians would seem to have a far 
Speaking in truer insight into the nature of thought and 
thestomach. Janouage than some of our modern philoso- 
phers, for they call thinking “speaking in the stom- 
ach.” There is far more truth in this expression than 
at first sight appears. ‘To speak in the stomach means 
of course to speak inaudibly, and it is this not only 
low, but absolutely inaudible speaking which is so 
often mistaken for thought without words. An inau- 
dible word seems a contradiction, but it is not, as little 
as an invisible image. We can by our imagination 
see the face of a friend more or less vaguely, but suf- 
ficiently clear to distinguish it from other images, and 
we can by a similar effort of imagination recall the 
sound of music without humming or producing a sin- 
gle vibration of air, though not without a sympathetic 
accompaniment of such movements of the muscles as 
would be required to produce the various vibrations 
in actual loud singing. Nay, sometimes, without our 
being aware of it, some of these inner notes will break 
forth audibly and startle us. Exactly the same pro- 
cess takes place in this so-called speaking in the stom- 
ach. The old words are repeated inaudibly, though 
with the same sympathetic accompaniment of certain 
muscles, and they are repeated in so abbreviated a 
form and in such compact and habitual clusters that 
nothing seems more quick than this so-called thought, 
nothing so slow as loud articulate speech. Then 
arises by practice and discipline a kind of algebra of 
language which is so surprising in its swiftness that 
the new name which is often given to it, namely, 
thought without language, seems almost justified. 
Yet without previous language not one step in that 
algebraic exercise would have been possible, and I 
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doubt therefore whether a truer name for this inau- 
dible speaking and thinking can be found than the 
Polynesian expression “speaking in the stomach.” 

With these preliminary remarks I now proceed to 
describe a counter-experiment, or rather the 4, Meee 
fruitless efforts which some philosophers Pe™e* 
have made in order to prove that they could conceive 
a simple concept, at least, such as dog, without hav- 
ing a name for it. I have described the same experi- | 
ment before, and if it seemed childish, all I can say is 
that this is not my fault. We are told that people 
have to begin by shutting their eyes and ears, and 
holding their breath. They then sink into some kind 
of semi-consciousness, and when allis dark and still, 
they try their new art of ventriloquism, thinking 
thought without words. They begin with a very 
simple case. They want to conjure up the thought of 
a... I must not say what, for it is to be a nameless 
thing, and every time that its name rises, it is gulped 
down and ordered away. However, in confidence, I 
may whisper that they want to conjure up the thought 
of adog. 

Now the word dog is determinately suppressed ; 
hound, cur, and all the rest, too, are strictly excluded. 
Then begins the work. ‘“ Rise up, thou quadruped 
with ears anda wagging tail!” Butalas! the charm 
is broken already. Quadruped, ears, tail, wagging, 
all are words which cannot be admitted. 

Silence is restored and a new effort begins. This 
time there is to be nothing about quadruped, or ani- 
mal, or hairy brute. The inner consciousness sinks 
lower, and at the last there rises a being to be devel- 
oped gradually and insensibly into a dog. But alas! 
‘being ” too is a word, and as soon as it is whispered, 
all the nameless dogs vanish into nothing. 
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A last appeal, however, remains. No animal, no 
being is to be talked of ; complete silence is restored ; 
no breath is drawn. ‘There is something coming near, 
the ghost appears, when suddenly he is greeted by 
the recognizing self with Bow-wow, bow-wow! Then, 
at last, the effort is given up as hopeless, the eyes are 
opened, the ears unstopped, the breath is allowed to 
rise again, and as soon as the word dog is uttered, 
the ghost appears, the concept is there, we know what 
we mean, we think and say Dog. Let any one try 
to think without words, and, if he is honest, he will 
confess that the process which he has gone through 
is somewhat like the one I have just tried to describe. 

But even thus the contest is not given up. If nei- 

___ ther arguments nor experiments avail, are 
ofan there not facts, it has been said, to show 
ee that thought must be independent of lan- 
guage? Does not the fact that there are different 
languages prove at once that language must be some- 
thing different from thought? This sounds indeed 
very plausible, and the same fact was appealed to by 
Locke, though for a different purpose, namely in 
order to prove that words must have been chosen 
arbitrarily as marks of thoughts, because otherwise 
there would have been but one language on earth. 
The same answer which was given to Locke will also 
serve as an answer to those who imagine that the va- 
riety of languages proves that language is something 
different from thought. 

It has been shown that words, though not being 
what they are by necessity (¢vce), are neither what 
they are by mere chance (6éc«), but that every one 
can give account of itself why it is what it is. There 
is perfect freedom.in the formation of words, but that 
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freedom is determined by reason. There is freedom, 
as we shall see, even in the formation of roots (con- 
cepts), and still greater freedom in the formation of 
words, and it is that very freedom which not only ex- 
plains, but really necessitates the diversity of lan- 
guages, or the dialectic growth of words. 

Different families, tribes, and nations are perfectly 
free to form different concepts, such as digging, row- 
ing, striking, and the phonetic types which convey 
these concepts may likewise vary ad infinitum. 
Still greater is the freedom with which from these 
phonetic types or roots new names for new concepts 
may be derived, so that in course of time a confusion 
of tongues, so far from being miraculous, becomes in- 
evitable. If in one family the father was called nour- 
isher or protector, pa-ter, in another begetter, toxevs, 
if the father called the moon the brilliant Luna, but 
the son called it Méné, the measurer, we should 
have the beginning of that dialectic growth which 
would end in a confusion of tongues, or in the consti- 
tution of various national languages. If we can have 
synonyms in one and the same language, nothing is 
more natural than that we should have dialects, and, 
if we can once account for different dialects, we have 
accounted for the multiplicity of languages likewise. 
We can watch the same process in modern languages. 
If we suppose that in Latin words and thoughts were 
identical, does it prove that they are so no longer, 
and that language is something different from 
thought, because Latin has been modified dialectic- 
ally till it became Italian, French, and Spanish? In 
some cases Italian, French, and Spanish words have 
the same meaning as their Latin prototypes. In 
other cases their meaning has been either extended 
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or restricted, but the continuity in the growth of 
thought and in the growth of language has never 
been broken, and we find as little in Italian as in 
Latin any word which cannot give a full account 
both of its sound and of its meaning. If we had but 
one language for all mankind, that language would 
probably contain various words for the same concept, 
and various concepts for the same word. It would 
contain what all languages contain, Homonyma and 
Polyonyma.! But Homonyma and Polyonyma 
do not: prove that concepts and words are different 
things, but on the contrary that every shade of mean- 
ing can be embodied in language. Day and night, 
for instance may be called by twenty different names 
according to the twenty different ways in which they 
may be conceived either as bright or dark, as warm 
or cold, as rousing or calming, as good or evil, as sis- 
ters or brothers, as friends or enemies. ‘The same 
mountain in Switzerland is called by the people on 
the South side Blackhorn, by the people on the 
North side Whitehorn, because it is covered with 
snow on the North, and free from snow on the South. 
Here we have a polonymous mountain, while all the 
mountains in Switzerland which, because they are 
never free from snow, are called Whitehorn, are 
synonymous mountains. This, so far from proving 
that words are independent of concepts, shows that 
everything is named in exactly as many ways as it 
is conceived. In Ich denke, also bin ich, we 
have exactly as many acts of thought as in Cogito, 
ergo sum; their different phonetic form is nothing 
but the result of an historical, and generally perfectly 


1 See Lect. on the Science of Language, vol. ii. p. 390. 
2 Berlepsch, Schweizerkunde, p. 16, 
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intelligible evolution. The multiplicity of languages 
therefore, so far from proving the independent exist- 
ence of thought and language, proves on the contrary 
their close connection, because it shows that the 
slightest variation in our conception of things brings 
about a variation in language. Luna, no doubt, is 
intended as a name for the same object as Méné, but 
if we conceive that object as brilliant, it becomes to 
us Luna, if we conceive it as measurer of time, it be- 
comes Méné. In later times the speakers of Greek 
and Latin were not always aware of the conceptual 
meaning of these words. Words had then become 
traditional and almost algebraic signs. But the peo- 
ple who framed these words were aware of their con- 
ceptual purpose, and could have told us what we now 
have to discover with great effort for ourselves, that 
the variety of words and the multiplicity of languages 
are the best proof of the conceptual origin of lan- 
guage, and of the identity of thought and speech. 

A final fact adduced against the theory that it 
is impossible to think without language, isin 
which was formerly very popular, is that i ad 
deaf and dumb people cannot speak, and 
yet can think. At present, however, it is well known 
that, if they can think and reason, they have learnt 
it from those who use words, only substituting other 
signs for their words and concepts ; while if they are 
not so taught, they never rise beyond what we may 
call thinking even in animals, nay, often remain en- 
tirely imbecile. I may cite the authoritative words 
of Professor Huxley: “ A man born dumb, notwith- 
standing his great cerebral mass and his inheritance 
of strong intellectual instincts, would be capable of 
few higher intellectual manifestations than an orang 


62 THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 


or a chimpanzee, if he were confined to the society of 
dumb associates.” And again: “A race of dumb 
men, deprived of all communication with those who 
could speak, would be little indeed removed from 
the brutes. The moral and intellectual difference 
between them and ourselves would be practically 
infinite, though the naturalist should not be able to 
find a single shadow even of specific structural dif- 
ference.” } 

I hope I have thus answered everything that has 
been or that can possibly be adduced against what I 
call the fundamental tenet of the Science of Lan- 
guage, and what ought to become the fundamental 
tenet of the Science of Thought, namely that lan- 
guage and thought, though distinguishable, are in- 
separable, that no one truly thinks who does not 
speak, and that no one truly speaks who does not 
think. 

We saw before that sensations, percepts, concepts, 
Shee and names, the constituent elements of our 
dhought in thoughts, the known quantities which we 

“‘eo-agitate,” the numbers which in reck- 
oning or reasoning we add or subtract, are not inde- 
pendent elements, but merely four different phases 
in the growth of what we call our Mind. 

I wish we possessed a word like the Sanskrit 
TheInner ANtahkarana, which means the * Work- 
Working» ing within,” and commits us to nothing 
else. For do what we may, as soon as we speak of 
Mind, we cannot help thinking of an independent 
Something, whether we call it an instrument or force 
or a faculty, which does the work for which we want 


| See Horatio Hale, The Origin of Languages, 1886, pp. 86, 42; Kant, 
Anthropologie, § 16. 
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aname. We think of a mind dwelling in a body, 
and we soon find ourselves in the midst of psycholog- 
ical mythology. Let it be clearly understood, there- 
fore, that by Mind I mean nothing but that working 
which is going on within, embracing sensation, per- 
ception, conception, and naming, as well as the va- 
rious modes of combining and separating the results 
of these processes for the purpose of new discovery. 

But if Mind is to be the name of the work, what 
is to be the name of the worker? It is not whois the 
yet the Self, for the Self, in the highest “°**"’ 
sense, is a spectator only, not a worker; but it is 
what we may call the Ego, as personating the Self; 
it is what other philosophers mean by the Monon, 
of which, as we shall see, there are many. Let us 
call therefore the worker who does the work of the 
mind in its various aspects,the Monon or the Ego, 
leaving what is behind the Monon for later consid- 
eration, and let us see what that Monon must be in 
order to fulfil the purpose for which we want it. 

A Monon, in order to be what it is, and to do 
what it does, must be conscious of itself, for it re- 
quires little reflection to perceive that for a Monon 
(Alone) to exist, can mean nothing but to be con- 
scious of itself. This self-consciousness, however, 
may or may not have been roused, or, at all events, 
it may have been modified through the impact pro- 
duced on it by other Mona, but even thus it remains 
throughout self-conscious only, i. e. conscious of itself 
as modified by something not itself. Physically 
speaking we may conceive the Monon as resisting 
the impacts made upon it by other Mona, as yielding 
for a moment and recovering itself. This resistance 
produces vibration, and these vibrations, being the 
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vibrations of a conscious Monon, would be, in the 
widest sense of the word, what we call sensations. 

These sensations, however, would be mere states, 
Space, Time, OF modifications of the Monon, unless the 
and Cause. Mfonon postulated for them a cause with- 
out, and thus changed all sensations into objects, 
which objects, being subject to the a priori con- 
ditions of our sensuous intuition, must be in space 
and in time. For all this we require no separate 
instruments, unless we give that name to the five 
receptive organs, eye, ear, nose, tongue, and skin. 
What these vibratory organs really are we must 
leave to the physiologist to explain, and it is well 
known how rapid the progress of physiological dis- 
covery has been of late in this important field of re- 
search. We have here to accept these discoveries 
simply as given facts. We may ascribe the change 
of a sensation into an object to the category of cau- 
sality, but that is only a scholastic term, and means 
no more than that we must think and speak of a 
sensation as caused by something without us. What 
should we be, if we did not do that? If we are to 
be at all, we must be what we are. We may call 
Space and Time forms of sensuous intuition, but this 
again means no more than that we must look upon a 
cause without us as different and therefore distant 
from us, here or there ; and upon a cause of a contin- 
uing sensation as remaining with us in the present, 
in the past, and in the future. And again I ask, 
what should we be, if we did not do that ? 

Professor Prantl! has lately dwelt very strongly 
on what was pointed out by Kant, namely that this 
intuition of things in time or continuous succession, 

1 Prantl, Reformgedanken zur Logic, p. 184. 
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what he calls the Time-sense (Zeitsinn), is 
really the first beginning of counting, reck-  Time-sense 
oning, reasoning, and speaking, all com- Sak ea 
prised under Adyos by the Greeks. Schopenhauer 
also held the same view, that “sensation ”’ is some- 
thing essentially subjective, and its changes are 
brought to our cognizance in the form of internal 
sense. only, therefore in time, i. e. in succession. 
This is perfectly true, though the Space-sense 
seems to me equally important for that purpose. 
To see the same thing in the same place at different 
times is certainly the first impulse to counting, while 
from counting there is but a small step to adding 
and subtracting which, as we saw, is conceiving or 
reasoning. ‘To give an instance. If I see or feel or 
know my hand doing the same thing, say digging, in 
the same place at different times, that is to say, if I 
perceive or know myself digging, that knowledge is 
to all intents and purposes a concept, and, if embod- 
ied in the sound which often accompanies the act of 
digging, a word. And if I see or feel or know my 
right hand and my left hand, that is, different things 
which I take to be the same, doing the same thing, 
say digging, cutting, or striking in different places, 
that knowledge of the two hands as working to- 
gether and forming a pair is the first Dyad, anda 
Dyad is, to all intents and purposes, the first con- 
cept. 

All this is the work, and I should say the inev- 
itable work of a conscious Monon. Grant the sufi- 


° ° P ciency of a 
a Monon conscious of itself, and conscious self-con- 
. . Bc10us LO- 
therefore of the impacts made upon it or non. 
the changes produced in it by other Mona which it 


1 Liebmann, Odjectiver Anblick, p. 114. 
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resists, and we require little more to explain all that 
we are accustomed to call Thought. It may be said 
that this is asking for a great deal, but whatever 
subject we treat of, we must ask certain things to be 
granted us, we must draw a boundary line where our 
work is to begin, and leave the adjoining fields to be 
cultivated by our neighbors. And we can do this 
in our own case all the more readily, because our 
neighbors, the physiological psychologists, assure us 
that they can fully account for the impacts, the irri- 
tations or the impressions of our senses, while we 
ourselves are willing to take up our own work, as 
soon as the vibrations of a self-conscious Monon are 
given us. 

If it should seem that in taking the sensuous im- 
pressions simply for granted or leaving them unex- 
plained, I am building a whole system of philosophy 
on mere sand, I may appeal in self-defence to the 
example of some of the greatest philosophers who 
have claimed the same privilege. Thus Hume in 
his “ Treatise on Human Nature” writes (I. 3. 5, 
ed. Green, i. p. 885): “ As to those impressions, 
which arise from the senses, their ultimate cause 
is, in my opinion, perfectly inexplicable by human 
reason, and ’t will always be impossible to decide with 
certainty whether they arise immediately from the 
object, or are produc’d by the creative power of the 
mind, or are deriv’d from the author of our being. 
Nor is such a question any way material to our pres- 
ent purpose. We may draw inferences from the 
coherence of our perceptions, whether they be true or 
false ; whether they represent nature justly, or be 
mere illusions of the senses.” 

Taking therefore the impacts of Mona on the Mo- 
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non for granted, we may call the resistance and the 
concomitant vibrations of the self-conscious Monon, 
sensation ; the change of sensations into intuitions of 
objects in space and time, perception, and the 
counting of such perceptions, and their addition and 
subtraction, conception, this conception being al- 
ways realized in signs or words. We want no more. 
We want no longer any innate ideas, any new facul- 
ties, or separate instruments in order to explain all 
the work that is going on within. Even the cate- 
gory of causality and the intuitions of space and time 
are to us inevitable conditions of a contact between 
the self-conscious Monon and other Mona which it 
withstands ; while the gathering of two or more per- 
cepts into one concept must be explained as the natural 
result of the Time-sense and Space-sense, that is, our 
permanent consciousness of objects in space and time. 
To say that there are no such things as Mind, 
Memory, Reason, Understanding, etc. may 
sound very terrible to those philosophers mah Hines 
who imagine that the dignity of man con- Thee 
sists in his possessing a soul, a mind, a Sao te 
memory, an intellect, an understanding, a reason, and 
whatever other powers and faculties or instruments 
have been called into being by the fertile imagina- 
tion of psychologists. I do not object to the use of 
any of these names, so long as they are understood to 
be no more than the names of certain modes of ac- 
tion on the part of a self-conscious Monon. But I 
certainly deny that there are any such things as soul, 
mind, memory, intellect, understanding, and reason, 
or that the conscious Monon can be said to be en- 
dowed with them, whether in the shape of separate 
faculties or useful instruments. I admit nothing but 
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the self-conscious Monon, which must be conscious, if 
it is to exist at all; everything else can be shown to 
be the result of an inevitable development. If Mill 
explains matter as the permanent possibility of sensa- 
tion, i. e. of being perceived (On Hamilton, p. 198), 
we may in the same manner explain mind as the 
permanent possibility of sensation, 1. e. of perceiving. 
Or, to put it in a different form, if the esse of things 
is percipi, the esse of mind is percipere. 

I know that many philosophers, even those who 
generally agree with me, will object to this extreme 
Monism, and maintain that the self-conscious Monon 
must be admitted to be endowed at least with the 
forms of sensuous intuition, space and time, and with 
the category of causality. I do not deny it, I only 
say that these are technical and scholastic names for 
what we have to recognize as inevitable modes of 
action in the self-conscious Monon in its acquisition 
of what we call sensations, percepts, concepts, and 
names. 

Nor do I deny that every self - conscious Monon 
sen possesses memory, or, if philosophers pre- 
Memory? fer that name, the faculty of memory. All 
I wish to maintain is that what we call memory is no 
more than the persistence of force which manifests 
itself in sensation, perception, conception, and lan- 
guage, as well as everywhere else. If every sensa- 
tion, percept, concept, and word vanished as soon as 
it appeared, we should be at a loss to explain what 
became of them. That the effects which they repre- 
sent should be permanent, though they may be mod- 
ified, is what we expect; that they should disappear 
without leaving a trace behind, would be, I think, a 
perfect miracle. No vibration, not even that on the 
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surface of a lake, ever perishes entirely. If then we 
must have a name for that imaginary storehouse in 
which the materials of thought, whether sensations, 
percepts, concepts, or words, are garnered, and for the 
power of preserving and reproducing these materials 
whenever they are wanted, let us by all means use the 
name of memory, only let us bear in mind that it is 
the name of an inevitable effect, produced by what 
in nature we call the persistence of force, or what in 
logic we express by A= A, and that what has really 
to be accounted for, is our power of partial forgetful- 
ness, not our power of remembering. Let the name 
of Memory be used by all means for all sensations, 
percepts, concepts, and names which we retain and 
which constitute our intellectual wealth, and let us 
use Reason or Reasoning for the process which 
produces what logicians call terms, propositions, and 
syllogisms, — these being, as we shall see, the same 
processes under new names which from the first pro- 
duced the wealth garnered in our memory; but let us 
never forget that neither to remember nor to reason 
implies the possession of a thing, called reason or 
memory, but that to remember implies simply the 
permanence of the former acts of a self-conscious 
Monon, while to reason is no more than a continua- 
tion, under different aspects, of the same act which 
produced names in which alone all our sensations, 
percepts, concepts can be realized. 

We need not imagine that we are poorer, because 
we have lost what we really never possessed. Lose and 
It may be quite true that we possess neither Gam. 
mind, nor memory, nor reason, that even the name 
of soul has become superfluous. But for all that, we 
remain exactly as we were before, only we under- 
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stand ourselves better, and that seems to me always 
a gain, and not a loss. 

So powerful, however, is the reaction of words on 
thought, that as soon as we throw away a word, or 
attempt to define its meaning, everybody thinks that 
he is being robbed. But the sun rises just the same, 
though we say now, that it does not rise. ‘The moon 
has not been minished, though she has been waning 
for thousands of years. And all our mental life will 
remain just the same, though we deny that there 
are such things as mind, intellect, understanding, 
and reason. All the various shades or developments 
of sensation from the first to the last were doubtless 
distinguished and named for some very useful pur- 
pose, and each may have served its purpose for a 
time. The mischief began when they became too 
numerous, each thinker contributing his own share, 
while later thinkers seemed to consider themselves in 
honor bound, whenever there were different names, 
to assign to each its own small province. Because in 
German there are two words, Verstand and Ver- 
nunft, originally meant for exactly the same thing, 
the greatest efforts have been made to show that there 
is something to be called Vernunft, totally different 
from what is called Verstand, till at last Ver- 
nunft was changed into a mere name for Unver- 
stand, or the power of suggesting insoluble prob- 
lems. And as there isa Vernunft by the side of 
a Verstand in German, English philosophers have 
been most anxious to introduce the same distinction 
between understanding and reason into Eng- 
lish. 

Nothing varies so much as the meaning of philo- 

1 See T. H. Green, Works, vol. ii. p. 88. 
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sophical terms, for everybody thinks he has a right 
to define them, or even to use them without any 
definition. Thus, as Paulsen has shown, the Ger- 
man word Begriff, which now means concept only, 
meant not very long ago a percept or a Vorstel- 
lung. In a Manual of Logic by Meier, which was 
used by Kant, we read: “ Ein Begriff, conceptus, 
ist eine Vorstellung einer Sache in einem Dinge, 
welches das Vermoégen des Denkens besitzt. Es sind 
darnach alle unsere Vorstellungen Begriffe.” And in 
Reimarus’ Vernunftlehre, paragraph 30, we read: 
** Begriff gleich Denkbild oder Idee, ist jede einzelne 
Vorstellung, (also vor allem auch die Sensation).” 

No word has changed more in its meaning than 
Idea, and none is answerable for greater confusion 
of thought.t It is impossible to understand Locke, 
Berkeley, or Hume, unless we know that idea with 
them means a percept, fresh or faded, and that 
Berkeley’s crusade against abstract general ideas 1s 
really directed against percepts supposed to be general 
and abstract. Jacobi called Berkeley a Nihilist, 
others called him an Egoist, he is now called an 
Idealist, a name which the contemporaries and 
opponents of Kant seem to have considered quite as 
offensive as that of Nihilist is now. 

At last there arises a complete psychological my- 
thology. Because the Monon could reason or because 
it became rationalis, it was said to possess reason, 
and this reason, after being spelt with a capital R, 
was accepted as something real, though invisible, 
was praised as divine in rapturous rhapsodies, till at 
last it was worshipped as the Goddess of Reason in 
the streets of Paris. What would the French mob 

1 See Stoddart, Glossology, pp. 332, 348. 
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have said, if they had been told that in worshipping 
the Goddess of Reason they were worshipping ‘“‘Addi- 
tion and Subtraction’? Yet so it was, and possibly 
addition and subtraction were something far more 
perfect and wonderful than the Goddess of Reason 
before which they knelt and burnt incense. 

Even Kant when he speaks of reason as a sepa- 
rate thing seems to me guilty of mythology. It is 
sheer philosophical polytheism to speak of sense, 
mind, reason, intellect, understanding, as so many 
independent powers, with limits not very sharply 
defined ; and however orthodox that polytheism has 
become, it is never too late to protest against it. In 
religious mythology too, names which were at first 
intended as cognomina only, have been changed 
into nomina, and at last into independent Numina. 
A man is not, however, to be called an heretic because 
he does not believe in Hekatebolos as a being 
different from Apollo, or in Charis as a goddess 
different from Aphrodite, nor an Atheist because 
he believes in one God only. Nor is a philosopher 
to be called hard names because he does not believe 
in mind, reason, understanding, or intellect, as so 
many independent substances, powers, faculties, or 
goddesses, or because he sees in all of these but the 
different manifestations of one and the same being, 
the conscious Monon. 

Let it not be supposed that I am so bigoted a 
Monist as to wish to see all these names banished 
from our philosophical dictionaries. I do not wish 
to see them banished, I only wish to see them purified, 
or restored to their original meaning. I myself use 
sense, when speaking of the Monon, so far as it may 
be conceived as simply receiving; I use imagina- 
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ion, for want of a better name, when I speak of 

( the Monon, so far as it can be conceived as forming 

\percepts ; I use intellect rather than reason, when 

I speak of the Monon, so far as it can be conceived 

as simply conceiving ; and I use language, when I 

speak of the Monon, so far as it can be conceived 
as simply speaking. 

I do not object to the use of the word memory, 
if we want to speak of the permanence of the work 
done by sensation, perception, conception, and nam- 
ing, and if some philosophers prefer to speak of the fac- 
ulty of memory, I cannot consider it as high treason. 
It seems to me mere pedantry to rave against such a 
word as faculty, a term which is extremely useful 
and perfectly harmless, if only we bear in mind that 
facultas, the opposite of difficultas, is no more 
than facilitas, a modus faciendi, as agility is 
a modus agendi, and in that sense quite as good 
a word as function, which has found more favor of 
late in the eyes of ‘philosophical purists. We may 
safely enjoy the wealth of language, accumulated by 
our fathers, if only we take care not to accept a coin 
for more or less than it is really worth. We must 
weigh our words as the ancients often weighed their 
coins, and not be deceived by their current value. 

It is very easy to coin new terms, but they often 
make confusion but worse confounded. Philosophers 
now speak of different forms of realization, different 
aspects and different modalities of psychic force, 
but all these terms will require the protection of a 
definition, and will no more escape abuse than the 
old faculties of the mind. As rain and sunshine 
were changed into gods and demons, the faculties 
of the mind also have sometimes been treated like 
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green-eyed monsters seated in the dark recesses of 
our Self. But they only frighten those who do not 
know what nomes are made of. To the true etymol- 
ogist they are no more than what they are meant 
to be. 

There is one word which I should like to see rein- 
troduced into our philosophical phraseology, 
and that is Logos. It meant originally 
gathering and combining; and so became the proper 
name of all that we call reason. But it has the im- 
mense advantage of also meaning language, and thus 
telling us that the process of gathering which begins 
with sensation and passes on to perception and con- 
ception reaches its full perfection only when it has 
become incarnate in the Logos or the word. 


Logos. 


CHAPTER II. 
THOUGHT AND LANGUAGE. 


IF our analysis of the human mind is right, if all 
that we call thought finds its last consummation in 
language, the next question, namely how the growth 
of the human mind can be studied, is easily answered: 
it must be studied in the history of language. 

This conclusion, which after the discoveries of the 
Science of Language seems inevitable, might 
have been arrived at long ago. It has al- ao 
ways been considered as one of the glories “"?* 
of Locke’s philosophy that he established the fact 
that names are not the signs of things, but in their 
origin always the signs of concepts. It is true that 
Hobbes! had already enunciated the same important 
truth, namely that words are signs of concepts and 
not of things. But that would in no way detract 
from Locke’s merit, for truth is common property, 
and it is chiefly the use which a philosopher makes of 
any given truth which secures him his position in the 
history of philosophy. I know quite well that Mill 
considered this distinction between words as the signs 
of concepts and words as the signs of things as of lit- 
tle consequence, but this must depend altogether on 
the use which can be made of it. To my mind 
Locke’s insistence on words being the signs of con- 


1 Computation or Logic, chap. ii. See Mill’s Logic, book i. chap. ii. 
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cepts, and not of things, is of the greatest importance 
for everything that is called philosophy. And even 
Mill, though he argues against this theory, frequently 
adopts it unawares. When Mill says? that “a word 
ought to be considered as the name of that which 
we intend to be understood,” this is clearly our 
concept, and not the thing apart from our concept. 
Mill admits that we know nothing of the immost 
nature of fire and water, that heat is not like the 
steam of boiling water nor the feeling of cold like the 
east wind.? But it is of these subjective sensations 
that our concepts are made up. Why then should 
Mill call it a capital error “that the investigation of 
truth consists in contemplating and handling our 
ideas” or conceptions of things, instead of the things 
themselves ?® he who in the same chapter declares 
that ‘a previous mental conception of facts is an 
indispensable condition” of all thought and belief ? 
In another place* Mill says, “that in using a proper 
name we put a mark, not indeed upon the object 
itself, but, so to speak, upon the idea of the object.” 
But why “so to speak,” considering that we can do 
nothing else? If we use a general name, if we say 
Dog, do we mean the thing, or our concept of it? Is 
there anything corresponding to Dog? Is not Dog, 
like every other name, the name of a thing that can- 
not possibly exist? Who ever saw adog? We may 
see a spaniel, or a greyhound, or a dachs-hund, we 
may see a black or a white or a brown dog, but a dog 
no human eye has ever seen. Therefore when we say 
dog, we can only mean our concept of a dog, that is, 
our concept of many or all dogs, and it is the name of 


1 Logie, i. 2. 4. 2 Tb. i. 3.7. 
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that concept which we use to denote any single dog. 
The same with a tree. No one ever saw a tree, but 
only this or that fir-tree, or oak-tree, or apple-tree ; 
but then again, no one ever sawan apple-tree, but only 
a few parts of it, a little of the bark, a few leaves, an 
apple here and there; and of all this again one side 
only. Tree, therefore, is a concept, and, as such, can 
never be seen or perceived by the senses, can never 
acquire any phenomenal or intuitional form. We 
live in two worlds, the world of sight, and the world 
of thought; and strange as it may sound, nothing 
that we think, nothing that we name, nothing that 
we find in our dictionary, can ever be heard, or seen, 
or felt. We can even have names for things which 
never existed, such as hobgoblins, also for things which 
exist no more or which exist not yet, such as the 
grapes of the last harvest and the grapes of the next. 
These can hardly be called things, as separate from 
our concepts of them, and our names in this case 
clearly refer either to what we have never seen, or 
what we see no longer or not yet, or at all events to 
what we have never seen in that form in which we 
conceive it. The mere fact that I call a thing past 
or future ought to be sufficient to show that it is my 
concept I am speaking of, and not the thing as inde- 
pendent of me. 

If this is so with the names of concrete things, it 
must be so all the more with the names perth 
of attributes. All attributes, according to always | 
the schoolmen, are abstract terms, though it 
does not follow that all abstract terms are attributes. 
All attributes are abstract terms, because in forming 
them we must drop that of which the attributes are 
attributes. We see the white snow, the white milk, 
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the white horse, but it is only by dropping all except 
the white color (I speak here of artificial or scholastic 
abstraction) that we get white as an attribute. Even 
when we speak of a white thing, we are speaking of 
a concept we have made for ourselves, for our experi- 
ence never offers us anything that is nothing but a 
white thing. So whether we use white as an attri- 
bute, or whether we speak of a white thing, we speak 
of concepts which we have made, and the words which 
we use of them are names of our concepts, not names 
‘of things. 

As a matter of principle, therefore, the distinction 
between words as signs of concepts and words as 
signs of things cannot be said to be of little conse- 
quence. It forms the watershed between the two 
great streams of philosophical thought, the nominal- 
istic and realistic, and if we adopted the view which 
Mill professes to embrace, it might seem to follow, 
without much difficulty, that idealistic philosophers 
have no right to use language at all. 

But this does not concern us at present. What 
concerns us in this place is the practical importance 
which the view attacked by Mill has for our own 
special inquiry. For if we are right in holding the 
opposite view, if words are indeed the signs and out- 
ward embodiments of our concepts, the origin and 
growth of concepts, that is, of all human thought, 
need no longer be studied as a mere theory, but be- 
comes an historical study resting on facts, namely on 
the facts of language. Only while Locke still looked 
on words as arbitrary signs, the Science of Language 
has taught us this new lesson, that words are neither 
arbitrary nor necessary, but always reasonable and 
intelligible signs of concepts. 
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If we take, for instance, such a word as name, 
Locke would have said that it was a sound 
arbitrarily chosen to signify “ what we call 
a thing.” Nor does the word name convey more to 
an ordinary speaker than this its traditional meaning, 
which he learns either from his parents or from a 
dictionary. The student might go a step further, 
and, by comparing other languages, he might learn 
that Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit contain very similar 
words to express the same idea, namely nomen in 
Latin, évoua in Greek, niman in Sanskrit. This 
would teach him that name in English and Name 
in German could at all events not have been chosen 
by his own Saxon ancestors, but must have existed 
a long time ago, when the Teutonic language had not 
yet branched off from Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin. 
The question then arises whether that word was 
chosen arbitrarily by the primitive framers of Aryan 
speech or with an intelligent purpose. Placed under 
the microscope of the comparative grammarian, name, 
the Sanskrit niman, is seen to consist of a root NA, 
originally GN A, to know, and of a suffix which gen- 
erally expresses an instrument or an act. We thus 
perceive that name meant originally a great deal 
more than what we calla thing. It was not a mere 
sign arbitrarily chosen, or a notch or a mark fixed at 
random, but it was meant to express the act or in- 
strument of knowing. This was the original concept 
embodied in name: not what we call a thing, but 
what we know of a thing. 

What applies to this word applies to all others: 
they all disclose to us a rational and intelligible pur- 
pose. A saddle was called a saddle because we sit 
in it, a stable a stable because cattle stand in it. A 
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serpent was called ahi, és, anguis, from AmH, to 
throttle; or sarpa, serpens, from SAP, to creep. 
A field was called Agra, dypés, ager, from Ag, to 
drive, because cattle were driven over it. Goats 
were called aga, because they were driven, and so 
on ad infinitum. I gave the etymology of name, 
however, for two reasons: first in order to show what 
I mean by saying that words are never chosen arbi- 
trarily; secondly, because it offers an independent 
confirmation of Locke’s statement that words are the 
signs of concepts and not of things. Those, whoever 
they were, who for the first time called words names, 
knew that a name expressed what they knew of a 
thing. What to us was the result of very hard rea- 
soning, namely that as Hegel says, “ we think or know 
by names,” seems to have come as a natural insight 
to the early framers of our language, so that language, 
if but rightly interpreted, might have taught us the 
lesson that we know in names or think in words 
by the almost tautological proposition: (g)nomi- 
nibus (g)noscimus, in Sanskrit, (¢)nAdmabhir 
ganimas. 

But even after both philosophy and philology had » 
=o established the fact that language is thought 
ee and thought is language, it took some time 
the human before the conclusion was drawn that the 

real historical development of the human 
mind ought to be studied in the history of language. 
Some writers, particularly in the last century, pre- 
ferred to draw largely on their own imagination in 
composing the picture of what the human mind 
was in the beginning, and how it became what it is 
now. Others, in our own time, have looked among 
so-called modern savages for information on the 
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primitive state of human thought. Though from 
both quarters some light has been thrown on this ex- 
tremely difficult subject, it is generally admitted by 
this time that neither process can lead to anything 
but a few more or less plausible guesses on the origin 
and progress of human thought, or on the problem 
how man came to his senses, and to his reason, 
and to his language; how, in fact, man came to be 
man. 

The true archives in which alone the historical de- 
velopment of the human mind can be studied are the 
archives of language, and these archives reach in an 
uninterrupted line from our own latest thought to 
the first word that was ever uttered by our ances- 
tors. It is here where the human mind has left us 
what may be called its true autobiography, if only 
we are able to decipher it. 

The problem which is thus placed before us is, in 
every respect, the counterpart of another gwen ot 
problem which has of late engaged the at- (yin ot 
teétion of philosophers, I mean the evolu- Basetes 
tion of nature. And as the evolution of nature can 
be studied with any hope of success in those prod./ 
ucts only which nature herself has left us, the A 
olution of mind also can be effectively studied in| 
those products only which mind itself has left us. 
| These mental products in their earliest form are al- 
ways embodied in language, and it is in language, 
therefore, that we must study the problem of the 
origin, and of the successive stages in the growth of 
mind. The formation of general terms, of abstract 
notions, of propositions, and syllogisms, in fact all 
that we call the work of reason, must in future be 
studied in language, if in the science of thought we 
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hope for the same results which have rewarded the 
labors of Darwin and of other careful students of the 
authentic records of nature. Every one of the num- 
berless languages which cover the earth is a stratum 
in the growth of thought that has to be explored. 
Every word is a specimen, a record of human thought, 
that has to be analyzed and interpreted. 

I do not mean to say that these records can always 

be completely deciphered, or that there are 
Parallelism . : ° 
seen ae no Gaps ea the evolution of thought which 
Mind and for the present, at least, must be left as 

they are. But the same applies to the evo- 
lution of nature also, and yet it does not dishearten 
its students. Here too there remain many riddles 
and many breaks, and yet the general conviction 
that there was a continuous progress in nature from 
the lowest to the highest point,is not shaken thereby. 
In studying these two developments, that of nature 
and that of mind, we start from the same principles, 
and we aim at the same results. We ought therefore 
to follow the same method. 

It is interesting to see how the parallelism of these 
two developments has been anticipated, 
vaguely, it is true, by the earliest philoso- 
phers of India. Thus we read in the Aitareya- 
dranyaka Upanishad, I. 4, 7, “ All this was undevel- 
oped; it became developed by forms and names.” 
We have only to substitute species, i.e. eidos, for 
forms, and we have here the recognition of that very 
parallelism which I have tried to illustrate: on the 
one side the development of objective nature by so- 
called species, on the other the development of 
subjective mind by names. 

But if we mean to treat the problem of the origin 
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of reason in the same spirit in which the evolution- 
ist treats the problem of the origin of na- 

ture, we must not shrink from the question, ofeE wt OAS 
whether there was a time when language eee 
and, therefore, reason did not yet exist. Now, if 
our first tenet is right, if language and reason are 
identical, or two names or two aspects only of one 
and the same thing, and if secondly we cannot doubt 
that language had an historical beginning, and rep- 
resents the work of man carried on through many 
thousands of years, we cannot avoid the conclusion 
that, before those many thousands of years, there 
was a time when the first stone of the great tem- 
ple of language was laid, and that before that time 
man was without language, and therefore without 
reason. 

This sounds at first very alarming, but I see no 
escape from it. Other philosophers, too, who reason 
fearlessly, have arrived at the same conclusion. 

Physiologists, for instance, on comparing the old- 
est human skulls that have lately been dis- py mental 
covered, have pointed out that some of “Yl 
them are without the mental or genial tubercle. 
This mental or genial tubercle has nothing to do 
with mens or genius, at least, not directly, but its 
name is derived from mentum, chin, or yévs or 
yeveads, chin. It is, in fact, a small, bony projec- 
tion or excrescence, in which the muscle of the tongue 
is inserted. In the skull, discovered in 1866 in 
the cave of La Naulette, in Belgium, and described 
by Professor de Mortillet, that mental tubercle is 
absent. In place of it there is a hollow, as with 
monkeys. Therefore Professor de Mortillet argues: 
“Speech, or articulate language, is produced by 
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movements of the tongue in certain ways. These 
movements are effected mainly by the action of the 
muscle inserted in the genial tubercle. The exist- 
ence of this tubercle is therefore essential to the pos- 
session of language. Animals which have not the 
power of speech do not possess the genial tubercle. 
If, then, this tubercle is absent in the Naulette jaw- 
bone, itis because the man of Neanderthal, the ‘ Chel- 
lean man,’ was incapable of articulate speech.” ? 

Philosophers, too, have arrived at the same conclu- 
sion. Lazar Geiger, for instance, to whom 
the philosophy of language owes so much, 
expresses his conviction “that although, as far as 
our observation reaches, man is always rational, yet 
he cannot always have been so.” ‘ Reason,” he says, 
“does not date from all eternity, but, like every- 
thing else on earth, it had an origin, a beginning 
in time. Like the species of living beings, reason 
did not spring into existence suddenly, finished and 
in all its perfection, as it were by a kind of catas- 
trophe, but it has had its own development. We 
have in language an inestimable and indispensable 
instrument for seeing this, nay, I believe that what- 
ever plausible theories on the descent of man may 
have been started elsewhere, certainty and assurance 
can be obtained from language only.” 

It seems impossible to break through this argu- 
ment, nor do I wish to refute it, though I shall try 
to show that it requires an important modification. 
To take reason as something given, ready at hand 
whenever we want to apply it to the brute material 
supplied by the senses, this view, still held by Kant 
and by most of what may be called the classics among 


Geiger’s 
answer. 


1 See Horatio Hale, On the Origin of Languages, p. 31. 
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philosophers, is no longer possible in an age which 
has learnt to look upon the very Alps as the slow ac- 
cumulation of infinitesimal atoms, and upon the most 
highly organized animals as the descendants of a 
-Moneres. 

We must be careful, however, not to be carried 
away by the philosophical fashion of the “ee 
day. When Geiger says that man was not. between ra- 


tionalis 


always rational, he really means rationa- and ra tio- 
naodiiis. 


lis, but not rationabilis, and between 
these two the difference is immense! The non-ra- 
tional cannot become rational, as little as the non- 
sentient can become sentient. ‘* How is it possi- 
ble,” Noiré writes, ‘‘ that from unconscious and non- 
sentient matter consciousness and sensation should 
shine forth, unless the inner quality, though ina 
dark and to us hardly perceptible manner, belonged 
before to those substances from which the first ani- 
mal life, in its most elementary form, was devel- 
oped?” 2 

We are not concerned at present with the question 


of a possible transition from unconscious he true 


r . ° i f 
and non-sentient to conscious and sentient GualL 


. t is 
matter (we saw that a Monon, in order to ¢uitae” 


1 Kant made the same distinction long ago, when in his Pragmatische 
Anthropologie, p. 652, he wrote: ‘‘Man was not always an animal 
rationale, but only ananimal rationabile; he became rational 
through his own exertion, and chiefly through the two organs of his fash- 
ioning hand and his social language.’’ Nay, Kant went even further, for 
he thinks it possible that “under the influence of great evolutions of na- 
ture a new epoch may still follow in which the Orang-Outang and the 
Chimpanzee might develop their organs of walking, grasping, and speak- 
ing into the structure of man, and might develop an organ for the use of 
the understanding which should gradually become more perfect through 
social culture.’’? I do not understand such possibilities, and they hardly 
seem to lie within the sphere of practical philosophy. 

2 Der Ursprung der Sprache, p. 193. 
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exist at all, must be self-conscious), but only with the 
development of a sentient into a rational being, or, as 
others would express it, from an animal into man. 
And here it may possibly be objected that the in- 
ner quality, of which Noiré speaks, is only a new 
name for those qualitates occultae which are 
the terror of modern philosophy. But because mod- 
ern philosophy has shown that such terms as occult 
qualities, innate ideas, faculties, and instincts have 
been subjected to much abuse, it does not follow that 
these terms, musty with the crust of long-accumulated 
misconceptions, should be thrown away altogether, 
like broken toys. Every one of these terms, if only 
carefully defined, has a legitimate meaning, and if peo- 
ple would but try to see through the veil of language, 
they would find that at no time have the thoughts 
conveyed by these terms exercised a more powerful 
sway than at present, when evolution and potential 
energy are the watchwords of the ruling philosophy. 
It would really take away one of the most impor- 
tant instruments of thought, if we were not allowed 
to distinguish between what is possible and what is 
not, or as in our case, between what is not yet ra- 
tional, and what never can be rational. The whole 
theory of development or evolution rests, or ought to 
rest on this distinction, for evolution means neither 
more nor less than the turning of occult into mani- 
fest qualities, of changing the possible into the real ; 
but also, I should add, in distinguishing rigorously be- 
tween the possible and the impossible. If we admit 
that man may at one time have been a mute an- 
imal, it does not follow that every mute animal may 
in time become man; it does not follow that lan- 
guage, in which we mean to study the development 
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of mind, presupposes nothing but what we find at 
present in every ape. 

This point seems to me of so much importance in 
the present state of philosophic thought, i 
that I feel it incumbent on me to explain, ceo 
as clearly and fully as possible, why, though why T differ 
everything I have written has been in sup- aes 
port of the theory of evolution, I have had to protest 
again and again against Darwin’s interpretation of 
that theory. How a student of the Science of Lan- 
guage can be anything but an evolutionist, is to me 
utterly unintelligible. He has to deal with nothing 
but evolution from beginning to end. Latin becomes 
French before his very eyes, Saxon becomes English, 
Sanskrit Bengali. The Aryan languages as well as 
the Semitic point back each to their own types, which 
we see diversified in endless dialects and languages. 
It is the same wherever we approach the study of 
any single language. We always find it changing or 
changed, and related to other languages, that is to 
say, like them evolved from a common type. Long 
before Darwin made the theory of evolution so 
widely popular, that idea had completely dominated 
the Science of Language, and nowhere could Darwin 
and his friends have found a stronger support for 
their theory than in the works of comparative philol- 
ogists. 

To speak of Darwin as the discoverer of evolution, 
has always seemed to me an insult to every student 
of philosophy, and I am glad to see that so honest an 
admirer and follower of Darwin’s as Professor Hux- 
ley should have entered his indignant protest against 
this popular delusion. In answer to Mr. Gladstone, 
who thought it necessary to lay great stress on the 
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fact that Evolution in its highest form has not been 
a thing heretofore unknown to history, to philosophy, 
or to theology, Professor Huxley writes :+— 

“Has any one ever disputed the contention thus 
solemnly enunciated that the doctrine of evolution 
was not invented the day before yesterday? Has 
any one ever dreamed of claiming it as a modern inno- 
vation? Is there any one so ignorant of the history 
of philosophy as to be unaware that it is one of the 
forms in which speculation embodied itself long be- 
fore the time either of the Bishop of Hippo or of the 
Apostle of the Gentiles? Is Mr. Gladstone, of all 
people in the world, disposed to ignore the founders 
of Greek philosophy, to say nothing of Indian sages 
to whom evolution was a familar notion ages before 
Paul of Tarsus was born ?” 

I rejoice to hear this protest from Professor Hux- 
ley, but I think I could easily produce from the 
writings, not only of the busy makers of public opin- 
ion, but of philosophers by profession, passages in 
which Darwin is spoken of as the discoverer of eyo- 
lution, very much as Newton is represented as a dis- 
coverer of the Law of Gravitation, and in which 
Greek philosophy, in fact all philosophy before the 
middle of the nineteenth century, is treated with 
ill-disguised contempt. 

No one seems to me to have judged Darwin’s hy- 
Mill on pothesis more fairly than Millin his “ Logie.” 
ie He neither indulges in exaggerated praise, 
nor does he fail to see the real merit of that careful 
observer and bold generalizer. ‘Mr. Darwin’s re- 
markable speculation on the Origin of Species is 
another unimpeachable example,” he says, “of a 

1 Nineteenth Century, Dec. 1885, p. 854. 
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legitimate hypothesis. What he terms ‘natural se- 
lection’ is not only a vera causa, but one proved 
to be capable of producing effects of the same kind 
with those which the hypothesis ascribes to it: the 
question of possibility is entirely one of degree. It 
is unreasonable to accuse Mr. Darwin (as has been 
done) of violating the rules of Induction. The rules 
of Induction are concerned with the conditions of 
Proof. Mr. Darwin has never pretended that his 
doctrine was proved. He was not bound by the 
rules of Induction, but by those of Hypothesis. And 
these last have seldom been more completely ful- 
filled. He has opened a path of enquiry full of prom- 
ise, the results of which no one can foresee. And is it 
not a wonderful feat of scientific knowledge and in- 
genuity to have rendered so bold a suggestion, which 
the first impulse of every one was to reject at once, 
admissible and discussable even as a conjecture ?”’} 
I shared from the very first in the delight with 
which the long-neglected theory of evolution was 
welcomed again by English students in almost every 
branch of science, but I felt bound also from the very 
first to enter my decided protest against those who 
would not see that in the general process of evolu- 
tion, whether in nature or in mind, not all things, 
but certain things only, are possible. If evolution 
undertakes to teach that everything can become 
everything, it would take away with one hand what 
it has given us with the other, nay, it would destroy 
the scientific character of all our researches, whether 
in the realm of nature or in the realm of mind. I 
felt this so strongly that even at the risk of being 
misunderstood, I thought it right openly to express 
1 Logic, iii. 14. 6. 
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my dissent, and I still hold so firmly to the view 
which I expressed in my ‘Lectures on Mr. Dar- 
win’s Philosophy of Language,” delivered at the 
Royal Institution in 18738, that I give here once 
more the substance of my arguments, only leaving 
out what seems now of less importance, or what is 
no longer contested by those who formerly differed 
from me. 

As I said just now, I was brought up from my 
mwokindsot Catliest youth in an intellectual atmosphere 
Evolution. permeated by the ideas of development and 
historical growth, nay, I never doubted the theory of 
evolution such as I learnt it from the works of Kant, 
Herder, and Goethe. Nowhere again did I see that 
theory more clearly confirmed than in my own special 
studies, in the Science of Language. But I also came 
to see, at a very early time, the dangers of that the- 
ory, as it was propounded in Germany in the begin- 
ning of this century by men such as Oken, Schelling, 
and others, and I have always considered it a mere 
abuse of it, if its apostles went back to the Hera- 
klitean doctrine of zdvra pet (all things are in flux), 
and ignored or denied the existence of any Broad 
Lines, or fixed steps or stages, if I may say so, in 
the evolution of nature as well as of mind. If there 
were no such lines or limits, it seems to me that the 
theory of evolution, instead of explaining the origin 
of species, would necessarily lead to a denial of all 
species, nay, it would consign the very concept of 
species, as well as of genus, to the limbo of mythol- 
ogy. This has been well expressed by Lotze. ‘We 
cannot but remember,” he writes, “though happily 
as an error which we have outgrown, the wild caprice 
with which not long ago people would derive a word 
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in one language from any casual word in another, 
and call it etymology; at the present day people 
need to be warned against proceeding in a similar 
way to satisfy the newly awakened desire to conceive 
all the various kinds of organic beings as evolved 
from one other, all fixed specific differences being 
done away.” ! 

The theory of evolution to which I hold, and 
which seems to me confirmed more and more by 
every discovery that has lately been made in the 
growth of nature and in the growth of the human 
mind as represented in language is this, that evolu- 
tion in both starts from distinct beginnings, and leads 
to distinct ends. Ex aliquo fit aliquid. 

I therefore deny in the growth of language what 
Mr. Darwin himself, differing thereby from most 
Darwinians, denies in the growth of nature, namely 
one uniform beginning for all and everything — in 
other words, one primordial cell for all organic beings, 
one primordial root for all words. 

From this admission of different beginnings it fol- 
lows that each living cell can only become what, 
according to different philosophical points of view, 
it was fit or meant or willing to become, and that 
after it has fulfilled this purpose, it remains fixed 
and does not go beyond. This explains what I call 
the Broad Lines in nature, which alone enable us 
to know and understand nature, and to recognize in 
her a well-ordered kosmos, and not a mere mass of 
changes and chances. It also follows from thjs that 
no living being and no class of living beings should 
be derived from any other, if they possess a single 
property which their supposed ancestor does not pos- 
sess, either actually or potentially. 

1 Logic, English Transl. p. 186. 
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So far I agree with Darwin in principle. I differ 
from him, however, when we come to the question 
of the descent of man from some unknown animal 
ancestor, because I look upon language as a property 
of man of which no trace, whether actual or potential, 
has ever been found in any other animal. I therefore 
contend that Darwinians, if true to the principles 
enunciated by Darwin himself, ought to accept the 
conclusion that man cannot be descended from any 
other animal, provided always that I can establish 
my premise that language is really a proprium of 
man and of man only. 

When we speak of genera, species, and indi- 

oa viduals, let us remember what is really 
Individuals, Z . : 
Species, given us, and what is our own workmanship 

in these names. 

What is given us are individuals; genus and 
species are both of our own making, they are our 
concepts. 

And here it is important to observe that the mean- 
ing of these technical terms was originally far more 
just and natural than what it has become since in the 
hands of later philosophers. We now call “a class 
which is divided into two or smaller ones, the genus, 
and the smaller ones into which it is divided, the spe- 
cies.” + But the early thinkers who wanted and in- 
vented these terms meant by genus or kind a class 
of individuals held together by community of origin 
or birth, by species a class of individuals held to- 
gether by similarity of form only (eos). With that 
primitive nomenclature it might well happen that the 
species was larger than the genus, for a species, 
such as for instance a herd of cattle, consisting of 

1 Mill, Logic, i. 7; Jevons, Logic, par. 37. 
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oxen, sheep, and goats, might comprise several true 
genera, namely oxen, sheep, and goats. I mention 
this in order to show that classification both by ge- 
nus and by species is our work and founded on 
our observation ; in the case of genus, on the obser- 
vation of a common birth, in the case of species, on 
the observation of a common form. The most mod- 
est form in which the whole question of the origin 
of species can be expressed is that adopted by Mill, 
“By the naturalist, organized beings are not usually 
said to be of different species, if it is supposed that 
they have descended from the same stock.” 

Something, no doubt, must be given us, something 
by which we can observe and afterwards | 

, nowledge 

arrange, and it may well be argued that, impossible 


ci ‘ without In- 
unless there were both uniformity and va- dividuals 


riety to be observed in nature, the whole peas 
nature of our mind too would be different. If there 
were, for instance, no diversity in the objects of expe- 
rience, and they were all like so many coins or count- 
ers, one undistinguishable from the other, we might 
possibly count, but what we now call thought would 
be impossible. We should be mere mathematicians. 
If, on the contrary, there were nothing but diversity 
in the objects of experience, and they were all so 
many monsters, sharing no single property in com- 
mon, again we might possibly stare and wonder, but 
real thought would be impossible. 

Our very thought therefore is based on what the 
ancients called kind and form, 1. e. com- nies 
munity of origin and similarity of form, or Species to be 
on what we now call genealogical and 
morphological classification. I cannot help think- 


1 Logic, i. 7. 4. 
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ing, that much confusion of thought would be avoided 
if in all discussions on nature or on mind the term 
species were for the future altogether discarded. We 
have genus or kind, which has a definite meaning, 
namely a class of beings which have a common ances- 
tor and produce offspring like themselves. Varieties 
observed in each genus should be called varieties, 
instead of species, while large classes of genera, such 
as aquatic, terrestrial, and aerial animals, might be 
called kingdoms or realms of nature, a name which 
would say nothing about their possible common ori- 
gin, but only predicate their being included within 
the same limits or frontiers. Even for logical pur- 
poses I believe that sub-genus would be far better 
than species. 

Let us now see what we mean by an individual, 
TheIndivia. 10V it is here that the whole secret of evolu- 
“eh tion lies. Each individual, if it belongs to 
a natural genus, shares its birth and all that follows 
from it in common with other individuals of the same 
genus. But in order to be an individual, it must 
also, however minutely, differ from all other members 
of the same genus. No sheep is exactly like all other 
sheep, no leaf exactly like all other leaves. 

Each individual, therefore, in order to be an indi- 
vidual, possesses by necessity certain generic and cer- 
tain individual qualities, and in this necessity, or at 
all events in this reality, lies the true secret of what 
we call variation and, in the end, of evolution. 

It follows from this, and this is a point of the 
greatest importance, that variation can never be car- 
ried so far as to amount to a total obliteration of ge- 
neric by individual qualities. If this were to happen, 
the individual would cease to be the individual of his 
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genus, it would become the individual of another ge- 
nus, or a mere straggler. 

This brings us back to the old doctrine that true 
genera must be tested by descent and 4. Gon. 
propagation, and this was no doubt the view °™ 
which the old framers of our words and thoughts 
took, All that was born of sheep was called sheep, all 
that was born of man was called man. There might 
be different varieties, such as black sheep and white 
sheep, or black men and white men; but as long as 
the black and white individuals could have offspring 
together, the black and white were conceived as 
“sorts of the same kind.” ‘To call them species has 
been the cause of endless confusion. 

Here, however, we must again carefully distinguish 
between two theories which have divided ,....., 
the world from the earliest to the present Jersns 
time. 

Some philosophers hold that in the beginning there 
was Chaos, or, as we should say, the possibility of 
everything, and that out of this, certain realities were 
evolved. 

Others, speaking more or less mythologically, admit 
either a great primeval ancestor, begetting everything 
out of himself, or a personal creator who made every- 
thing out of given materials or out of nothing. 

Those who admit a personal ancestor or creator, 
generally ascribe to him the work of dividing all that 
exists by those Broad Lines which keep individuals 
of one kind separate from individuals of another. 
Whatever there is of rhyme or reason in the world 
is naturally referred to that first source. 

Those on the contrary who begin with a given 
Chaos ascribe its change into a well-ordered Kosmos 
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to an inherent fitness, or to what of late has been 
called by a number of names, such as Natural Selec- 
tion, Survival of the Fittest, etc. Empedokles already 
used a very similar expression when he remarked 
that what is fit will always preponderate, because it 
is in the nature of the fit to preserve itself, whereas 
the unfit has vanished long ago.! 

The fact is that everybody who has eyes to see, 
sees some kind of order, purpose, or reason in nature, 
and tries to account for it either mythologically or 
philosophically. The mythological explanation is 
easy enough, a rational creator produced a rational 
world. The philosophical explanation declines a cre- 
ator, but finds it in consequence extremely difficult to 
frame any expression for what has caused order and 
purpose in nature. The foundation of all order in 
nature consists in what we call genera, and sub- 
genera (often called species), and the first ques- 
tion which philosophers have tried to answer has 
always been, Whence the origin of species, whence 
those Broad Lines of demarcation which keep individ- 
uals of one genus or species separate from those 
of another, if only_by their inability to maintain 
themselves or to produce offspring except within the 
barriers of their own kind? Even if we imagined 
that in earlier periods different genera were not so 
completely separated as they are now, and that even 
fishes, reptiles, mammals, and birds, which can no 
longer beget offspring with one another, may never- 
theless have descended from common parents, and in 
the end from one common seed, the question would 
still remain the same, How did these genera branch 
off from one common stem, and how did they after- 


1 Lange, Geschichte des Materialismus, vol. i. p. 23. 
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wards maintain themselves for ever as separate from 
each other? Wecan imagine with some effort a tree 
one branch of which should bear plums, another ap- 
ples, another pears. But the fact would remain nev- 
ertheless that, as soon as they are ripe, plums would 
produce plum-seed, and plum-seed would grow into 
plum-trees; apples would produce apple-seed, and 
apple-seed would grow into apple-trees ; pears would 
produce pear-seed, and pear-seed would grow into 
pear-trees, 

How is this to be explained ? 

Darwin, like Empedokles, imagined that the “Sur- 
vival of the Fittest,” “« Natural Selection,” “ Influence 
of Environment,’ and some other such names or 
powers would explain all that has to be explained ; 
but if we examine every one of these terms more 
closely, we shall find indeed that they explain a great 
deal, but at the same time that they presuppose a 
great deal. We are not to speak of a rational creator, 
nor even of some primordial Nous or reason or will. 
But what does “ Natural Selection” mean? If we 
divest it of its metaphorical disguise, we find that 
Selection presupposes distinction and judgment, and 
therefore, unless all is chance, Natural Selection pre- 
supposes some kind of reason. “Survival of the 
Fittest ” again is sheer tautology, and simply returns 
us our question in the shape of an answer. We ask, 
Who is fit to survive? and we are answered, He who 
is very fit or the fittest. Lastly, if we ask whether 
that fitness comes from within or from without, we 
are referred to the ‘Influence of Environment,” as if 
nature was not a whole, and the surroundings or cir- 
cumstances in which each individal moves as much 
a part of nature and nature’s plan as each individual, 
each genus, and each species. 
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I prefer to look upon those Broad Lines which 
watuwreim. aistinguish genus from genus or kind 
possible from kind as part and parcel of the whole 
Goners. plan of nature. I am quite aware of the 
immense advantages which the theory of a rational 
creator or even of a great primeval ancestor, some 
kind of Hiranyagarbha, possesses over all other the- 
ories, nor am I frightened by the many anthropomor- 
phic disguises which it is apt to assume. But I con- 
sider it_wisest to refrain from expressing any opinion 
on the problem of the beginning of all things. In 
this respect I follow the early Buddhists, who forbade 
all speculations on that point as irreverent, if not ir- 
rational. However, whatever opinion different peo- 
ple may feel inclined to adopt, one fact is certain 
that, as soon as we know anything of nature, we find 
that genera and sub-genera exist, that nature 
and genera are in fact inseparable. Whatever 
variability and pliancy we may ascribe to creatures 
belonging to the unknown ages of our globe, as soon 
as we know anything of that globe, and its inhab- 
itants, we find them divided into plants and animals, 
and both again into a number of classes and vari- 
eties. Variation, which is but another name for 
what constitutes the essence of every individual, may 
account for varieties, but that process cannot be car- 
ried on ad infinitum, but only ad finitum, that 
is to say, varieties cannot transcend the limits of the 
genus without ceasing to be what they are, or what 
they are meant to be, without losing, so to say, their 
raison d’étre. i 

I know it is this “meant to be” which rouses at 
once the ire and suspicion of certain philosophers. 
As soon as they hear such words as “ meant to be,” 


}) 


THOUGHT AND LANGUAGE. 99 


or “premeditated,” they smell the First Chapter of 
Genesis, they are frightened by the sight of the great 
Architect who made the world as a man makes a ma- 
chine. 

Is it really necessary to say again and again what 
the Buddhists have said so often and well, yythotogi- 
that the art of creation is perfectly incon- ua 
ceivable to any human understanding, and *»!. 
that if we speak of it at all, we can only do so an- 
thropomorphically or mythologically ? But because 
we know this, and because we surrender that myth- 
ological language to those who were or who are in- 
capable of any other, does it follow that we must 
surrender at the same time all that was meant by 
it? The theory of a personal creator was meant to 
exclude the idea of mere chance, and it is the same 
idea which I wish to exclude when I speak of the 
Broad Lines of nature as meant or premeditated. 
There is no part of nature without these lines, nay, 
* without them nature would cease to be nature: it 
would be chaos. Minerals, from the oldest to the 
newest, crystallize, but once crystallized, they cease 
to develop. Elements do not combine indifferently. 
If they did, there would be no fixed kinds of bodies. 
Salts and stones and ores would approach to and 
graduate into each other by insensible degrees, and 
all would be confusion and indefiniteness.1_ The col- 
ors of the rainbow, however close to each other, can 
be distinguished ; the notes of the musical scale do not 
produce harmony unless they are kept distinct by the 
number of their vibrations. Water boils and freezes 
under well-defined conditions. There is order and 
beauty in the firmament, in the movements of the 


1 See Whewell, as quoted by Mill, Logic, ii. 5. 6. 
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stars, in the revolutions of the earth, in the returns 
of the seasons, in the succession of day and night. 
All this together inspires me with a trust or faith — 
I shall not call it more —that all around us has been 
ordered, or is meant and premeditated. And if with 
this faith, the best faith in the world, we look upon 
all living things, whether plants or animals, we can- 
not bring ourselves to believe that all is here casual 
and chaotic, that a plant was not meant to be a plant, 
but may transgress its limits and become an animal ; 
that fishes, reptiles, mammals, and birds are mere 
lusus naturae, that may come and go; and that 
though at present plants and animals cannot produce 
offspring together, it is quite conceivable that they 
may have done so in prehistoric times and may do so 
again. 

It may be said that these Broad Lines of which 
saree I have been speaking are purely subjective, 
Lines of that we, not nature, distinguish yellow from 

green, that we, not nature, distinguish high 
from low notes. This is true in one sense, namely in 
so far as the whole of nature exists for us only as it 
is conceived by us. But, on the other hand, we can 
only conceive what is conceivable and can distinguish 
only what is distinguishable, and when we apply to 
our conception of genera that old test of a descent 
from common parents, it must become clear that this 
generic concept of things is not entirely subjective, 
though, like all our knowledge, it rests on subjective 
perception and observation. 

I follow Darwin with all my heart when he shows 
how many varieties have without any necessity been 
raised to the rank of species or genera; I admire 
his great sagacity in observing the influence which 
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artificial selection, and likewise what he calls natural 
selection, can exercise in producing varia- 

tion and making it more or less permanent. Lineot 
Even if he, or rather some of his follow- ““" 
ers, should maintain that the actual genera which we 
see in nature, from the days before or immediately 
after the creation, have all proceeded from one 
primordial Moneres, I can conceive such a theory, 
provided that we admit a power of differentiation in 
that primordial germ itself. But I confess I admire 
most what has been called Darwin’s inconsistency, but 
what seems to me more than anything else to prove 
his scientific conscientiousness, his admitting, not one, 
but a number of progenitors for the great genera of 
nature. 

Now that Darwin is no longer among us, it be- 
comes all the more incumbent on us to dis- 

5 : How Darwin 
tinguish carefully between what he really differs from 
taught, and what has been taught under his. ian. 
name by some of his followers. 

First of all, then, Darwin remained to the end an 
upholder of the principle of Polygony, as opposed 
to Monogony. According to him there was not 
in the beginning one primeval cell which in time de- 
veloped into every living thing, but “four or five 
progenitors for the animal, and an equal 
or lesser number for the vegetable king- 
dom.”’! “Analogy,” he continues, “ would lead us 
one step further, namely, to a belief that all animals 
and plants are descended from some one prototype. 

1 Origin of Species, first edition, p. 484. Agassiz maintained that in 
the animal kingdom the possibilities of economical construction are ex- 


hausted in the four grand divisions—the Radiate, the Molluscan, the 
Articulate, and the Vertebrate. See Methods of Study in Natural History, 


p- 36. 
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But analogy may be a deceitful guide.” ‘* Neverthe- 
less, all living things have much in common, in their 
chemical composition, their germinal vesicles, their 
cellular structure, and their laws of growth and re- 
production. We see this even in so trifling a circum- 
stance as that the same poison often similarly affects 
plants and animals, or that the poison secreted by the 
gad-fly produces monstrous growths on the wild rose 
and the oak-tree. Therefore I should infer from anal- 
ogy that probably all the organic beings which have 
ever lived on this earth have descended from some one 
primordial form, into which life was first breathed.” 

This is all very carefully worded, yet Darwin was 
not satisfied, and in later editions he has considerably 
modified this very paragraph. The later omission 
(sixth edition, p. 428) of the words ‘‘into which life 
was first breathed’ has been much remarked upon, 
as indicating on Darwin’s part a surrender of a be- 
lief in some extra-natural powers. But if Darwin 
had really meant to surrender that belief, he would 
never have written the following words:! ‘TI see no 
good reason why the views given in this volume 
should shock the religious feelings of any one... . A 
celebrated author and divine has written to me that 
he has gradually learnt to see that it is just as noble 
a conception of the Deity to believe that He created 
a few original forms capable of self-development 
into other and needful forms, as to believe that He 
organized a fresh act of creation to supply the voids 
caused by the action of His laws.” 

On this point I should feel inclined to go much 
further than Darwin. It seems to me that the ques- 
tion is not whether one conception of the Deity is 


1 Origin of Species, sixth edition, p. 421. 
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more noble than another (how can even a celebrated 
author and divine decide that ?), but simply whether 
in our conception of creation or development we are 
forced to admit any extra-natural influence or not. 
And if I interpret Darwin’s words rightly, he seems 
to me one of those who admit, nay, who postulate the 
existence of some such extra-natural cause, however 
much he may shrink from asserting anything regard- 
ing the mode of operation. Darwin’s books require 
to be read carefully, and from edition to edition. Let 
us look at the last words of his great work on the 
** Origin of Species,” which no one would suppose to 
have been written at random. ‘“ There is a gran- 
deur,” he writes, “in this view of life with its sevy- 
eral powers, having been originally breathed [by the 
Creator] into a few forms or into one; and that, 
whilst this planet has gone cycling on according to 
the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a beginning 
endless forms most beautiful and most wonderful 
have been, and are being evolved.” 

In this passage the words “ by the Creator’? were 
absent in the first edition, and were added in the 
later editions. Surely they were added with a pur- 
pose. And what could have been this purpose except 
to define his position as one of those who, however 
far their researches and speculations may lead them, 
feel and recognize that there is always a Beyond, what- 
ever name we call it, a something that, even if we call 
it by no name, is yet forever present and irresistible. 

Why do so many who express the highest admira- 
tion for Darwin, ignore: this and similar passages ? 
How, for instance, can Haeckel call himself a Dar- 
winian and yet maintain, as he does, that in the pres- 
ent state of physiological language, the idea of a 
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Creator, a Maker, a Life-giver has become entirely 
unscientific ; that the admission of one primordial 
form is sufficient, and that the first primordial form 
was a Moneres, produced by self-generation ? 

It is not my object here to pronounce any opinion 
on the philosophical value of these different views of 
the Universe. I am not frightened by Haeckel’s 
views, for the same views have been defended from 
the very beginning of philosophic thought by argu- 
ments perhaps more powerful than any adduced by 
recent philosophers. I am quite willing to admit 
that the idea of a creator, even in its least mytholog- 
ical form, causes far more difficulties than it removes. 
But what I care for is historical accuracy, and I can- 
not bear the misleading statements according to which 
two systems of thought, so diametrically opposed 
on the most momentous question as Darwin’s and 
Haeckel’s, are allowed to pass under the name of Dar- 
winism.! If Darwin, later in life, said, * I think that 
generally (and more and more as I grow older), but 
not always, an agnostic would be the most correct 
description of my state of mind,” who, as he grows 
older and older, would not heartily join in these 
words ? Surely the more we learn what knowledge 
really means, the more we feel that agnosticism, in 
the true sense of the word, is the only possible, the 
only reverent, and I may add, the only Christian po- 
sition, which the human mind can occupy before the 
Unknown and the Unknowable. 

And here I may add at once that the theory of 
Transition the development of all living organic beings 
wanié % from inorganic matter is likewise Darwinian 
organic. rather than Darwin’s. No doubt a discov- 


1 See, however, P. F. Underwood, in the Jndex, Aug. 12, 1886. 
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ery which would enable us to understand the origin 
of life, the change of inorganic into organic matter, 
would form the strongest foundation of the theory of 
development, and no one would have welcomed it 
more readily than Darwin, if he could have conceived 
it as possible in the present state of our knowledge. 
But while Darwin abstained, those who call them- 
selves Darwinian have shown what they themselves 
seem to consider far greater scientific courage. When 
Dr. Martineau ventured to point out the existence of 
a chasm between the living and not-living as a fatal 
difficulty in the way of the general doctrine of evolu- 
tion, he was severely taken to task by Mr. Herbert 
Spencer. Now I admit that the word “fatal” might 
have been omitted, at least if it was meant to convey 
the meaning of irremovable. Whether that difficulty 
is irremovable or not, none of us knows. But Mr. 
Herbert Spencer would not be satisfied with this. 
‘*‘Here again,” he exclaims, “our ignorance is em- 
ployed to play the part of knowledge. The fact that 
we do not know distinctly how an alleged transition 
has taken place, is transformed into the fact that no 
transition has taken place.” Can this be called ar- 
gument? Why allege a transition? Is it not in 
alleging such a transition that we raise our ignorance 
to the rank of knowledge? And if we do not know 
distinctly how even sucha merely alleged transition 
has taken place, to say that it is possible means 
really nothing, unless we mean by possible no more 
than what is vaguely conceivable. 

But what follows in Mr. H. Spencer’s reply to Dr. 
Martineau is even worse. ‘“ Merely noting this,” he 
continues, ‘¢I go on to remark that scientific discovery 
is day by day narrowing the chasm (between the non- 
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living and the living). Not many years since it was 
held as certain that chemical compounds distinguished 
as organic could not be formed artificially. Chemists 
have discovered the art of building them up from the 
simpler to the more complex, and do not doubt that 
they will eventually produce the more complex. 
Moreover, the phenomena attending isomeric change 
give a clue to those movements which are the only 
indications we have of life in its lowest forms. In 
various colloidal substances, including the albumi- 
noid, isomeric change is accompanied by contraction 
or expansion, and consequent motion; and in such 
primordial types as the Protogenes of Haeckel, 
which do not differ in appearance from minute 
portions of albumen, the observed motions are com- 
prehensible as accompanying isomeric changes, caused _ 
by variations in surrounding physical actions. The 
probability of this interpretation will be seen on re- 
membering the evidence we have, that in the higher 
organisms the functions are essentially effected by 
isomeric changes from one to another of the multi- 
tudinous forms which protein assumes.” 

This is no doubt very able pleading on the part 
of an advocate, but I cannot help adding, it seems to 
me the very pleading most detrimental to the dis- 
covery of truth. How can it be said that the chasm 
between inorganic and organic bodies is narrowed 
because certain substances have lately been built up 
in the laboratory which are not organic substances 
themselves, but simply secretions of organic bodies ? 
The question was not, whether we can imitate some 
of the productions turned out of the laboratory of 
a living body, but whether we can build up such a 
living organic body out of dead and inorganic matter. 
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But I should be satisfied with much less. If I give 
Myr. Spencer carbonic acid and water, will he make 
starch out of them? Again, unless Mr. Spencer is 
prepared to maintain that life is nothing but isomeric 
change, the mere fact that there is an apparent simi- 
larity between the movements of the lowest of living 
bodies and the expansion and contraction produced 
in not-living substances by isomeric change, carries 
very little weight indeed. Even though the move- 
ments of the once famous Protogenes Haeckelii 
were in appearance the same as those produced 
in chemical substances by isomeric change, no one 
knows better than Mr. Spencer that life is not 
merely movement, but that it involves assimilation, 
oxidation, and reproduction, if only reproduction by 
fission. Every chemist will tell him that no one has 
yet succeeded in producing albumen, much less a 
moneres, and till that is done Dr. Martineau has 
surely as much right to protest against the hypo- 
thetical admission of a transition from no life into 
life as Mr. Spencer would have to protest against the 
assertion that such a transition is altogether incon- 
ceivable. Life may hereafter be discovered to be the 
result of a chemical combination ! of given substances, 
a peculiar mode of force, dependent on ascertaina- 
ble conditions, and analogous to heat and electricity. 
Why not? But for the present it seems to me a 
violation of the fundamental laws of scientific reason- 
ing to use such an hypothesis as a real explanation of 
the problem of life. That problem is as dark to us 
as it was to Vasishtha, Zoroaster, or Moses, and I do 
not see that Mr. Spencer has thrown any new light 
on it. Darwin kept clear from all these vain imag- 
1 Strauss, Alter und Neuer Glaube, p. 171. 
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inings, from the Urschleim, from self-generation, 
from the one primordial cell and all the rest, and 
expressed his conviction that in the present state of 
our knowledge we cannot bridge over certain chasms 
which divide not only the inorganic from the organic 
world, but even certain great divisions in the organic 
world from each other. Darwin himself deals no 
doubt often in hypothesis, but never, or very seldom, 
in mere surmises ; and nothing, I believe, has done so 
much harm to the steady progress of the work which 
Darwin began so well as the vague guesses by which 
some who call themselves his disciples have tried to 
improve their master’s work. 

Let us remember then that Darwin admitted dif- 
Different ferent beginnings. That is the important 
Beginnings. point: the number of ancestors, whether — 
large or small, is a matter of ‘much lesser impor- 
tance. These different beginnings he did not attempt 
to explain, nay, he was willing to adopt a language 
which would be most widely intelligible, by saying 
that ‘life was breathed into these few forms by the 
Creator.” What he meant was that the question of 
the origin of all things, and of living germs in partic- 
ular, transcends the powers of human reason. Some- 
thing must be granted us, or be taken for granted. 
Darwin requires the ancestors of the great genera of 
organic beings. ‘These ancestors, more or less in num- 
ber, being granted, everything else becomes intelli- 
gible. Individuals, in order to be individuals, must 
vary, and that variation may lead in time to what we 
call varieties, what the ancients would have called 
more correctly «dy or species. But whatever name 
we call these bundles, they are bundles of our own 
making. The origin of species is in the mind of 
man. 
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These varieties, however, could never transcend 
the broad lines of the genus to which they gens re. 
belong. They may approach another ge- munsgenus 
nus very closely, they may sometimes even overlap 
on some points the limits of their own genus, as in 
the case of plants approaching the type of animals. 
But these are rare and partial exceptions which do 
not affect the fundamental principle. They are rec- 
ognized irregularities which do not interfere with the 
regularity of the whole plan of nature. It is rather 
a gratuitous assumption that the barriers which sep- 
arate genera and sub-genera must be impassable, 
in the sense that there should be no attempts made 
in nature to pass them. On the contrary, if there is 
a continuous growth, only interrupted for certain pur- 
poses from time to time or from stage to stage, we 
should be prepared for more or less abortive attempts 
to pass these barriers, and ought not to be surprised 
to meet, so to say, with stragglers on either side. 
We see this very clearly in hybridism. While the 
old rule remains that different genera are sterile, or 
that sterility indicates difference of genus, we know 
that this sterility shows itself often in the second or 
third generation only. We know that there are plants 
which approach the animal kingdom, and that there 
are animals in several respects even superior to man. 
But all this does not do away with the systematic 
order of nature, on the contrary it seems to me rather 
to confirm it.1 The waves beating against the shore 
do not prove that there is no shore-line. 

Whatever the origin of genera, or of the genera- 
tors of genera may have been — and I hold this point 
to be beyond all human comprehension and am will- 

1 See Whewell, History of the Inductive Sciences, ii. 120. 
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ing to bear with almost any religious or mythological 
phraseology —if once a genus has been rightly rec- 
ognized as such, it seems to me self-contradictory to 
admit that it could ever give rise to another genus. 
Something that is neither plant nor animal may pos- 
sibly be conceived to develop into a plant or into an 
animal, but once a plant and it will only produce 
plants, once an animal and it will only produce ani- 
mals. Nay, I go a step further, and say, Once a 
sheep always a sheep, once an ape always an ape, 
once a man always aman. I can conceive that be- 
fore the beginning of all things, there was a being 
which was as yet neither ape nor man, and such a 
being may be supposed to have been developed into 
an ape and intoa man. But what seems to me sim- 
ply irrational, is to look for a fossil ape as the father 
of a fossil man, and here I think I differ, not only 
from Darwinians, but from Darwin himself. 

The following passage which I copied from an arti- 
cle of Huxley’s, though I cannot now find the refer- 
ence to it, seems to me in full agreement with most 
of the views which I have tried to maintain for a long 
time. If I am wrong, he will correct me. 

“The exact place and power of natural selection 
remains to be seen. Few can doubt that, if not the 
whole cause, it is a very important factor in that 
operation, and that it must play a great part in the 
sorting out of varieties into those which are transi- 
tory and those which are permanent. . . . But the 
causes and conditions of variation have yet to be 
thoroughly explored, and the importance of natural 
selection will not be impaired, even if further enqui- 
ries should prove that variability is definite, and is 
determined in certain directions rather than in others 
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by conditions inherent in that which varies. It is 
quite conceivable that every species tends to produce 
varieties of a limited number and kind, and that one 
effect of natural selection is to favor the develop- 
ment of some of them, while it opposes the develop- 
ment of others along their pre-determined line of 
modification.” 

I have stated before that one genus may approach 
very near to another, just as one color in yay ana 
the rainbow presses close on another color, Beast kent, 
one tone on another tone, being kept dis- suse. 
tinct by a very small difference in the number of 
vibrations only, and that nevertheless that almost 
vanishing line between the two may be impassable. 
I do not for one moment venture to deny therefore 
that in the eyes of a physiologist a monkey may be so 
close to a man as to be hardly distinguishable; but 
I do not think that this necessitates or warrants the 
admission of man’s equivocal descent from an ape. 
Before we could admit this, we must have complete 
evidence that whatever we find in man exists in the 
ape, either really or potentially. That man cannot 
have fertile offspring from any genus but his own, 
ought to have some weight, no doubt; but what in 
my opinion is of far greater weight, is indeed deci- 
sive, is the fact that man possesses something which 
no other genus possesses whether actually or poten- 
tially — namely language, which, as I tried to 
show, is only another name for reason. Even if it 
could be proved that man was originally a mere 
animal, it is clear that, though he began where the 
animal begins, he did not end where the animal ends ; ) 

jjand after all it is the réAos, it is what a being can|\ 


‘| become, not what it is at any given time, that con- || 
l stitutes its real character. 
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And why should we create for ourselves unneces- 
sary difficulties? Why should we look upon all va- 
riety as successive, when it may be quite as well 
collateral? ‘That there is a successive or serial devel- 
opment in nature, that such development is occasion- 
ally arrested, that intermediate links are lost, that 
animals differing now as much as the spaniel and the 
greyhound have sprung from common ancestors, all 
this has long been known. I have never doubted 
that the black, the brown, the yellow, and the white 
man were descended from common ancestors, though 
when I said so forty years ago I was seriously taken 
to task for holding what was then called so unscien- 
tific an opinion. Now allis changed, and what may 
be called popular scientific opinion is decidedly in 
favor of one primitive pair of human parents, nay, it 
hankers for one primordial ancestor for all animals, 
and in the end for all organic beings. I do not see 
what we gain by this. If we can conceive one cell 
developing into an amoeba and no further, we can 
conceive another cell also, never resting at the stage 
of amoeba, but always passing on to the next stage, 
and resting there. Another cell may never rest till 
it reaches the fourth stage, and so on till we come to 
cells which are not satisfied till they reach —to use 
the language of modern zodlogists — the stages of 
Prosimia, half-ape, Menoceron, tailed ape, An- 
thropoid or gorilla, Pithecanthropus or ape- 
man, and lastly of Anthropos or man. Why then 
should it be the settled or ready-made Pithecan- 
thropus who became the father of the first man, 
though everywhere else in nature what has once be- 
come settled remains settled, or if it varies, it varies 
within definite limits only ? Nature surely has more 
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than one arrow in her quiver and when one has 
reached its goal, it need not be picked up in order to 
hit a higher mark. 

However, I am willing to go even a step further. 
Suppose that “the missing link” had actually been 
found, and that all differences of form which divide 
man from ape were bridged over, would that help us 
to explain the origin of man? We should indeed 
have found a man-like ape, but we should still have 
an ape, incapable of language, that is, we should not 
have found the explanation of the origin of man. 
Only if we could produce a speaking ape, should we 
have fulfilled the conditions which our problem nec- 
essarily involves, and that has never been done, nay, 
for some reason or other, has never been attempted. 

I am willing to make a still greater concession. It 
has often been said that there is less difference be- 
tween the adult man and the ape than between the 
human embryo of one month and the eighteen- 
months old child; and the question has been asked 
why, considering that the mute embryo evolves the 
faculty of thinking and speaking, the whole race 
should not through long struggles have achieved the 
same result. The question does not seem to me 
quite rightly put. All depends on what we mean 
by difference. No one would ask why, as there is 
less difference between an apricot and a peach than 
between a peach-bud and a peach-fruit, a peach-bud 
should never become an apricot. The real difficulty 
has been disguised by using difference in two senses, 
and by slipping in afterwards the word faculty. 
The mute embryo evolves the faculty of thinking 
and speaking, because it is there ; the ape does not, 
because it is not there. 
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Darwinians seem to imagine that by deriving man 
from a full-grown ape they show more courage than 
those who object to this theory. Far from it. It 
requires far greater intellectual courage to derive 
man from some undeveloped and hardly distinguish- 
able seed, as we do because we see it every day, than 
to take refuge behind an ape, who no doubt in ap- 
pearance has gone a long way towards reaching the 
level of man, yet has never been seen to reach it. 
But why take the ape for granted, and why not 
trace both ape and man back to those small germs 
which are to us quite indistinguishable, and which 
nevertheless, before our eyes, develop every day, the 
one into an ape, the other intoa man. If the germ 
of a man never develops into an ape, nor the germ 
of an ape into a man, why should the full-grown ape 
have developed into aman? ‘The fact, or the mir- 
acle, that an almost invisible seed develops into a 
man, we must believe, because we see it: why should 
we not be satisfied with admitting the same fact, or 
the same miracle, in the beginning of all things? If 
one seed can grow into an ape and another into a man, 
why should the seed of the man have to be arrested 
at the station of the ape, before it can reach its final 
goal? Ido not mean to say that it might not be so, 
but as we never see it, what difficulties do we escape 
by imagining it? I do not use this as an argument, 
T only wish to repel the charge of intellectual cow- 
ardice, so often brought against those who decline to 
follow Darwin in his one-sided interpretation of evo- 
lution. 

It is impossible to put the case in too strong, in 


too extreme a form, if we want to find out its real 
meaning. 
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Suppose that every man during the early years of 
his life was really to all intents and purposes a mon- 
key, — perhaps he is, — yet the fact that after that 
time some of these monkeys developed language or 
reason, while others remained without language and 
reason through life, would in my opinion stamp the 
former as an independent genus. I cannot, I be- 
lieve, make greater concessions, and yet at the same 
time establish my own position on firmer ground. 
Language may seem a very small matter on which 
to establish a generic difference between man and 
animal, and yet those who know what language 
really is and what it implies will understand how 
broad and how deep a line of demarcation it draws 
between those who speak and those who do not.! 
Darwin says that man was originally as low as 
many a domesticated animal, it may be lower, and 
though he has now become what he is, he must be 
classed as an animal. By all means. Man is an 
animal in most senses of the word, but not in all. 
Man may have been mute for ages, if you like. We 
haye no interest in abridging the processes through 
which he passed before he spoke, before he became 
what he is now. But considering the facts as they 
stare us in the face, would it not be more reasonable 
to say that man was originally as low as many a 
domesticated animal, it may be lower, but as he was 
capable of becoming what he is, he cannot be classed 
as an animal with all other animals ? 

And here is the really important point where I 
cannot help finding fault, again not so much with 


1 T. H. Green, Works, vol. ii. p. 212. From the apparent absence of 
language among animals we infer that they have no need of it, because 
they do not convert mere feeling into a felt thing. 
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Darwin, as with some of his followers. Darwin him- 

_ self was not a student of philosophy in the 
forieal char usual sense of the word, nor did he concern 
ian himself much about the question how the 
en oe theory of evolution, if once firmly estab- 
lished, might affect the problems which had been 
discussed by Plato and Aristotle, by Berkeley, 
Hume, and Kant. But those who have used Dar- 
win’s theory in support of their own philosophical 
views, and who have argued, not without some 
show of reason, that as man is the descendant of 
an animal, all that we call the human mind must 
be the outcome of the association of sensuous im- 
pressions, they at least ought to have remembered 
that in the history of philosophy this question has 
been argued once or twice before, and that the rul- 
ings of such judges as Locke and Hume, Berkeley 
and Kant, to mention the most recent only, may in- 
deed be amended, but cannot be ignored. 

Our own special enquiries too would lose all pur- 
pose, for we should start from wrong premises. We 
thought we had established the fact that language 
and thought are two sides of the same thing, are in- 
separable, and in one sense identical. We therefore 
felt justified in trying to study the development of 
thought in the development of language, and we nat- 
urally looked upon the beginning of rational thought 
as contemporaneous with the beginning of language, 
i.e. with roots. But we are now told that language 
has nothing to do with thought, because animals, 
though mute, perform all the mental operations which 
we perform; and we are told further that penser 
c’est sentir, or,in stronger language, that thought 
is nothing but the decay of sensuous perception. It 
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may be so, but if it is, it is not enough to state that 
it is so, but it is incumbent on those who hold this 
opinion to answer those who have proved that it is 
not so. ‘The historical progress of philosophy may 
be arrested, the stream of thought running on from 
Descartes to Kant may be turned back, but to ignore 
it is impossible, even for so great a man as Darwin 
undoubtedly was. 

If Darwin were right, if man were really either 
the lineal or lateral descendant of some lower animal, 
the question discussed between Locke and Hume on 
one side and Berkeley and Kant on the other would 
indeed seem to be decided once for all. It is agreed 
that animals receive their knowledge through the 
senses only, and if man was developed from a lower 
animal, Kant and all who follow him would simply 
be out of court. 

But have the followers of Darwin no misgivings 
that possibly Kant’s conclusions may be so strong as 
to resist even the hypothesis of evolution, and that 
at all events they might be met by the retort that, 
if Kant’s analysis of human mind is right, Darwin 
and those who follow him would simply be out of 
court? If no attempt had ever been made at an- 
swering the arguments of the sensualistic school, 
there would be no harm in speaking once more of 
the mind of man as well as of the mind of animals 
as a tabula rasa, on which impressions are made 
which afterwards fade away, and thus develop spon- 
taneously into concepts and general ideas. But when 
one remembers the splendid feats of arms in the truly 
historical battles of the world, that is, in the bat- 
tles for truth, then to be simply told that all this is 
passé, that we now possess evidence which neither 
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Descartes, nor Spinoza, nor Locke, nor Berkeley, nor 
Hume, nor Kant possessed, and which renders all 
their lucubrations superfluous; that man being the 
descendant of some lower animal, the development of 
the human mind out of the mind of lower animals 
is a mere question of time, there seems to be some 
excuse for a little impatience. 

It is not for one moment maintained that, because 
Kant has proved that sensuous impressions do not 
suffice to explain all the workings of the human 
mind, the question of the possibility of a develop- 
ment of all human thought out of mere impressions 
is never to be mooted again. Far from it. Only, if 
it is to be mooted again, it should be done with a 
full appreciation of the labors of those who have 
come before us, it should be done in an historical 
spirit, otherwise philosophy will become a mere de- 
bating club, and lose all historical continuity which 
it has hitherto preserved from Thales to Kant. 

Of course, we were told that it is not to be the 
seen ee sold battle over again, between arguments on 
ignoring the one side and arguments on the other, 

but that the fight is now to be carried on 
with modern and irresistible weapons. The new 
philosophy priding itself, as, I believe, all philosophies 
have done, on its positive character, professes to de- 
spise the endless argumentations of the schools, and 
to appeal for evidence to matter of fact only. Our 
mind, whether consisting of material impressions or 
intellectual concepts, is now to be submitted to the 
dissecting knife and the microscope. We are shown 
the nervous tubes, afferent and efferent, through which 
the shocks from without pass on to the sensitive and 
motive cells; the commissural tubes holding these 
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cells together are laid bare before us, the exact place 
in the brain is pointed out where the messages from 
without are delivered, and it seemed as if nothing 
were wanting but a more powerful lens to enable us 
to see with our own eyes how, in the workshop of the 
brain, as in a photographic apparatus, the pictures of 
the senses and the ideas of the intellect were being 
turned out in endless variety. 

And this was not all. The old stories about the 
reasoning of animals, so powerfully handled in the 
school of Hume, were brought out again. Innumer- 
able anecdotes that have been told from the time of 
Aelian to the days of Reimarus were told once more, 
in order to show that the intellect of animals did not 
only match, but that in many cases it transcended 
the powers of the human intellect. As a fair speci- 
men of what was written in Germany, a hundred 
years after Kant, I quote a passage from Professor 
Wundt’s Lectures on the Soul of Men and Animals. 
*‘ All intellectual differences,” he says, ‘are differ- 
ences of degree only, not of kind.”! Here one would 
be very glad to have first of all an explanation of 
what, according to evolutionist philosophers, is the 
difference between a difference of degree and a dif- 
ference of kind. However, the lecturer goes on. “If 
a butterfly,” he says, “recognizes a flower that is 
likely to yield honey, by its color and smell, this is 
as much judgment based on syllogisms as if a scien- 
tific explorer discovers a general law from a series of 
facts given by experience. The only difference is 
that the syllogisms are here more accumulated and 
complicated, and therefore the results more compre- 
hensive and perfect.” One might indeed have im- 


1 Vorlesungen iiber Menschen- und Thierseele, 1864, vol. i. p. 458. 
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agined oneself living again in the days of “La Met- 
trie,” 1 who, after publishing his work, “ L’homme 
Machine” (1748), followed it up by another work, 
‘¢ Les Animaux plus que machine” (1750). 

I confess I see few facts brought forward by evo- 
lutionist philosophers which were unknown to Kant 
and which he did not discuss in answering the argu- 
ments of Locke and Hume. It is this strong posi- 
tion which Kant took against Locke and Hume 
which ought to have been examined and, if possible, 
destroyed by Darwin and his school, before they 
proclaimed their belief in the descent of man from 
an ape, of human reason from the tricks of an ape, 
and of human language from the cries of an ape. 
There are those who speak of Kant’s philosophy as 
cloudy German metaphysics, but I doubt whether 
philosophers who use such language have any idea 
of the real character and of the motive power of his 
philosophy. No one has dealt such heavy blows to 
what is meant by cloudy German metaphysics. No 
one has drawn so sharp a line between the knowable 
and the unknowable; no one, I believe, deserves at 
the present critical moment such careful study as 
Kant. I was glad indeed when I was told that my 
translation of Kant’s * Critique of Pure Reason” was 
the best service I had ever rendered to England, but 
even now the number of real students of Kant’s 
philosophy seems very small indeed. When I watch 
the philosophical controversies in England and Ger- 
many, I feel very strongly how much might be 
gained on both sides by a more frequent exchange 
of thought. Philosophy was far more international 
in the days of Leibniz and Newton, and again in the 

1 uvres Philosophiques, Berlin, 1751-96. 
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days of Hume and Kant, than it is now, when each 
country seems to go its own way. It is really pain- 
ful to read the sweeping condemnation of so-called 
German metaphysics, and still more to see a man 
like Kant lectured like a schoolboy, and most fre- 
quently not from any difference on philosophical 
principles, but from sheer ignorance. One may dif- 
fer from Kant, as one differs from Plato or Aristotle, 
from Berkeley and Hume, but those who know Kant’s 
writings, and the position which he holds in the his- 
torical development of philosophic thought, are not 
likely to speak of him without respect. 

The blame, however, does by no means attach to 
the English side only. There are many philosophers 
in German Universities who think that, since the 
days of Berkeley and Hume, England has ceased to 
be a great philosophic power, and who imagine they 
may safely ignore the work that has been achieved 
by the living representatives of British philosophy. 
I confess I almost shuddered when, in a work by an 
eminent German professor of Strassburg, I saw John 
Stuart Mill put down as an anti-diluvian philos- 
opher, anti-diluvian, I suppose, in the sense of anti- 
Kantian. But this is not the language which any 
one would use who has really read Mill’s works, and 
I am afraid that this philosophic Chauvinism is 
really beginning to be mischievous. If nationality 
must still narrow our sympathies in other spheres of 
thought, surely philosophy ought to stand on a loftier 
pinnacle. 

The point we have now reached in our argument 
is this: We found that the constituent elements of 
thought were sensations, percepts, concepts, and 
names, and that these four, though distinguishable, 
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were never really separate from each other. We 
found, secondly, that the mere impressions of the 
senses would leave us simply in a confusion of sensa- 
tion, and that the first real percept presupposed on 
our side receptive conditions, namely the forms of 
intuition, commonly called space and time, and the 
forms of our intellect, commonly called the cate- 
gories. So far we followed Kant. Here, however, 
Kant left us, and it became our object to show what 
Kant had never shown, namely that, not only were 
percepts impossible without a conceptual interpreta- 
tion, but that concepts likewise were impossible 
without names. 

Here was the position where we made bold to 
withstand the onset of the advocates of promiscuous 
evolution. We had, first of all, to make it clear to 
ourselves what was really meant by genus, species, 
and individuals, and we arrived at the conclusion 
that individualisation was the true cause of varia- 
tion, and, within proper limits, of evolution. We 
then returned to our former position. We had to 
admit that as we know nothing, except by analogy, 
of the mind of animals, we could not, with the weap- 
ons that Kant has placed in our hands, make head 
against the assertion that they might possess, for all 
we know, the same forms of sensuous intuition and 
the same categories of the understanding which we 
possess. Nothing therefore could have been said, 
from the purely philosophical point of view, against 
treating man as a mere variety of some other genus 
of animals. But if concepts are impossible without 
names, our position becomes very different. We 
have then aright to say that the whole genus man 
possesses something, namely language, of which no 
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trace can be found even in the most highly developed 
animal, and that therefore a genealogical descent of 
man from animal is an impossible assumption. In 
order, however, to make it quite safe for us to 
advance so far beyond Kant, it will be necessary to 
define, as shortly as possible, the position which he 
took and maintained in the philosophical warfare of 
the last century. This will be the object of our next 
chapter. After we have clearly seen why percepts, 
as Kant has shown, are impossible without concepts, 
we shall be better able to understand why concepts, 
and in fact all conceptual thought, is impossible with- 
out names, and why the first word may be called the 
first step in the intellectual evolution of the human 
race. 


CHAPTER Ut 
ON KANT’S PHILOSOPHY. 


THE circumstances under which Kant wrote his 

“ Critique of Pure Reason” show that his 

Kant’ sue. enormous success was due, not only to his 
ae own qualifications, great as they were, but 
to the fact that the tide of materialism was on the 
turn, that a reaction was slowly setting in in the 
minds of independent thinkers, and that he was but 
lending the most powerful expression to the silent 
convictions of the world’s growing minority. Un- 
less we keep this in view, the success of Kant’s 
philosophy would be almost inexplicable. He was 
a professor in a small university town of Eastern 
Prussia, he had never been out of his native prov- 
ince, never but once out of his native town, Kénigs- 
berg. He began to lecture at Kénigsberg as a P ri- 
vat-docent, in 1756, just a year before the begin- 
ning of the Seven Years’ War, where other questions 
rather, and not the possibility of synthetie judg- 
ments a priori, would seem to have interested the 
public mind of Germany. Kant worked on for six- 
teen years as an unpaid university lecturer. In 1766 
he took a librarianship which yielded him about £10 
a year, and it was not till he was forty-six years of age 
(1770) that he succeeded in obtaining a professor- 
ship of Logic and Metaphysics with a salary of about 
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£60 a year. He lectured indefatigably on a great 
variety of subjects — on Mathematics, Physics, Logie, 
Metaphysics, Natural Law, Morals, Natural Relig- 
ion, Physical Geography, and Anthropology. He 
enjoyed no doubt a high reputation in his own uni- 
versity, but not much more than many other profes- 
sors in the numerous universities of Germany. His 
fame had certainly never spread beyond the aca- 
demic order of his own country, when in the year 
1781, at the age of fifty-seven, he published at Riga 
his “ Critik der reinen Vernunft,” a work which in 
the onward stream of philosophic thought has stood, 
and will stand forever, like the rocks of Niagara. 
There is nothing attractive in that book, nothing 
startling, far from it. It is badly written, in a heavy 
style, full of repetitions, all gray in gray, with hardly 
a single ray of light and sunshine from beginning to 
end. And yet that book soon became known all 
over Europe, at a time when literary intelligence 
travelled much more slowly than at present. Lec- 
tures were given in London on Kant’s new system. 
Even at Paris the Philosopher of Kénigsberg became 
an authority, and for the first time in the history of 
human thought, the philosophical phraseology of the 
age became German. 

Kant had spoken the word which the world was 
waiting for, and hence his sudden success. No phi- 
losopher has ever told, has ever taken and held his 
place in the history of philosophy whose specula- 
tions, however abstruse in appearance, however far 
removed at first sight from the interests of ordinary 
mortals, have not answered some deep yearning in 
the hearts of his fellow-men. What makes a philos- 
opher great, or what makes him at all events really 
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powerful, is what soldiers call his touch with the 
main body of the great army advancing from truth 
to truth, his perfect understanding of the human 
solicitudes of his age, his true sympathy with the 
historical progress of human thought. At the time 
of Kant’s great triumph the conclusions of Locke 
had remained unanswered for a long time, and seemed 
almost unanswerable. Berkeley’s answer, though no 
one was able to refute it, seemed to convince no one. 
The world at large longed for a more intelligible 
reply. The problems which then disquieted not only 
philosophers, but all to whom truth was a matter of 
real concern, were not indeed new problems. They 
were the old problems of the world, the questions of 
the possibility of absolute certainty in the evidence 
of the senses, of reason, or of faith; the questions of 
the beginning and end of our existence, the question 
whether the Infinite is a shadow of a dream, or 
whether it is the substance of all we know. The 
same problems had exercised the sages of India, the 
thinkers of Greece, the students of Rome, the dream- 


- ers of Alexandria, the divines and scholars of the 


Middle Ages, the Realists and Nominalists, and again 
the followers of Locke and Hume, in their conflict 
with the followers of Descartes and Leibniz. But 
these old problems had in Kant’s time, as in our own, 
assumed a new form and influence. If, in spite of 
its ever-varying aspects, we may characterize the 
world-wide struggle by one word, as a struggle for 
the primacy between matter and mind, we can clearly 
see that in the middle of the last, as again in the 
middle of our own century, the materialistic view 
had gained the upper hand over the idealistic. Des- 
cartes, Malebranche, Leibniz, and Wolf might influ- 
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ence the opinions of hard-working students and inde- 
pendent thinkers, but their language was hardly 
understood by the busy world outside the lecture- 
rooms; while the writings of Locke, and still more 
those of Hume and his French followers, penetrated 
alike into boudoirs and club-rooms. Never, perhaps, 
in the whole history of philosophy did the pendulum 
of philosophic thought swing so violently as in the 
middle of the eighteenth century, from one extreme 
to the other, from Locke to Berkeley; never did 
pure spiritualism and pure materialism find such 
outspoken and uncompromising advocates as in the 
Bishop of Cloyne — who considered it the height of 
absurdity to imagine any object as existing without, 
or independent of, that which alone will produce an 
object, viz. the subject!—and the Librarian of the 
Advyoeates’ Library at Edinburgh, who looked upon 
the conception of a subjective mind as a mere illu- 
sion, founded on nothing but on that succession of 
sensations to which we wrongly assign a sentient 
cause. But it is easy to see in the literature of the 
age, that of these two solutions of the riddle of mind 
and matter, that which explained the mind as the 
mere outcome of matter, as the result of the impres- 
sions made on the senses, was far more in harmony 
with the general taste of the age than that which 
looked upon matter as the mere outcome of the mind. 
The former was regarded by the world as clever, the 
latter almost as silly. 

That all-powerful, though most treacherous ally of 
philosophy, Common Sense, was stoutly opposed to 
Berkeley’s idealism, and that typical representative 
of Common Sense, Dr. Samuel Johnson, maintained 

1 Berkeley’s Works, ed. Fraser, vol. iv. p. 376. 


128 THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 


that he had only to strike his foot with characteristic 
force against a stone in order to convince the world 
that he had thoroughly refuted Berkeley and all 
idealists.1_ Voltaire, a less sincere believer in Com- 
mon Sense, joked about ten thousand cannon balls 
and ten thousand dead men being only ten thousand 
ideas ; while Dean Swift is accused of having com- 
mitted the sorry joke of keeping Bishop Berkeley, 
on a rainy day, waiting before his door, giving orders 
not to open it, because, he said, if his philosophy is 
true, he can as easily enter with the door shut as 
with the door open. Though at present philosophers 
are inclined to do more justice to Berkeley, yet they 
seldom speak of him without a suppressed smile, 
totally forgetting that the majority of real thinkers, 
nay, I should almost venture to say, the majority of 
mankind agree with Berkeley in looking upon the 
phenomenal or so-called real world as a mere mirage, 
as mere Maya, or illusion of the thinking Self. 
Mill forms an honorable exception. ‘“ This short 
and easy confutation,”’ he writes,? “ namely knocking 
a stick against the ground, overlooks the fact that, in 
denying matter, Berkeley did not deny anything to 
which our senses bear witness. . . . His scepticism 
related to the supposed substratum ... the evi- 
dence of which is certainly not the evidence of the 
senses.” 

In the last century the current of public opinion — 
and we know how powerful, how overwhelming that 
current can be at times—had been decidedly in fa- 
vor of materialism, when Kant stood forth to stem 
and to turn the tide. He came so exactly in the nick 


1 Berkeley’s Works, vol. iv. p. 368. 
2 Logic, vy. 7. 3. 
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of time that one almost doubts whether the tide was 
turning, or whether he turned the tide. But what 
secures to Kant his position in the history of philoso- 
phy is that he brought the battle back to that point 
where alone it could be decided, that he took up 
the thread in the philosophical woof of mankind at 
the very point where it threatened to ravel and to 
break. He wrote the whole of his “Critique of Pure 
Reason” with constant reference to Berkeley and 
Hume; and what I think cannot be too severely 
blamed in modern philosophers is that, if they wish 
to go back to the position maintained by Hume or 
Locke, they should attempt to do it without taking 
into account the work achieved by Kant. To do this 
is to commit a philosophical anachronism, it is tanta- 
mount to removing the questions which now occupy 
us, from that historical stage on which alone they 
can be authoritatively decided to a mere debating 
elub. 

It has sometimes been supposed that the rapid 
success of Kant’s philosophy was due to UE ep ana 
being a philosophy of compromise, neither pico e 
idealistic, like Berkeley’s, nor materialistic, 
like Hume’s. I look upon Kant’s philosophy, not as 
a compromise, but as a reconciliation of spiritualism 
and materialism, or rather of idealism and realism. 
But whatever view we may take of Kant, it is quite 
clear that, at the time when he wrote, neither Berke- 
ley’s nor Hume’s followers would have accepted his 
terms. It is true that Kant differed from the ideal- 
ists in admitting that the raw material of our sensa- 
tions and thoughts is given to us, that we accept it 
from without, not from within. So far the realistic 
school might claim him as their own. But when 
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Kant demonstrates that we are not merely passive 
recipients, that the conception of a purely passive re- 
cipient involves in fact an absurdity, that what is 
given us we accept on our own terms, these terms 
being the forms of our sensuous perception and the 
categories of our understanding, then the materialist 
would see that the ground under his feet was no 
longer safe, and that his new ally was more danger- 
ous than his old enemy. 

Kant’s chief object in writing the “ Critique of 
Kant’s chiep Eure Reason” was to determine, once for 
onset: all, the organs of our knowledge and their 
limits; and therefore, instead of criticising, as was 
then the fashion, the results of our knowledge, 
whether in religion, or in history, or in science, he 
boldly went to the root of the matter, and subjected 
Reason, pure and simple, to his searching analysis. 
In doing this he was certainly far more successful 
against Locke and Hume than against Berkeley. To 
call the human mind, as they did, a tabula rasa 
was pure metaphor, it was mythology and nothing 
else. Tabula rasa means a tablet, smoothed and 
made ready to receive the impressions of the pencil 
(ypadpetov). It makes very little difference whether the 
mind is called a tabula rasa ora mirror, or wax, 
or anything else that the French call impressiona- 
ble. Nor does it help us much if, instead of impres- 
sions, we speak of sensations, or states of conscious- 
ness, or manifestations. The question is, how these 
states of consciousness come to be, whether ‘to 
know” is an active or a passive verb, whether there 
is a knowing Monon, and what it is like. If we be- 
gin with states of consciousness as ultimate facts, 
no doubt Hume and his followers are unassailable. 
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Nothing can be more ingenious than the explanation 
of the process by which the primary impressions, by 
mere twisting and turning, develop at last into an 
intellect, the passive mirror growing into a conscious 
mind. ‘The sensuous impressions, as they are suc- 
ceeded by new impressions, are supposed to become 
fainter, and to settle down into what we call our 
memory. General ideas are explained as the inevi- 
table result of repeated sensuous impressions. For 
instance, if we see a green leaf, the green sea, and a 
green bird, the leaf, the sea, and the bird leave each 
but one impression, while the impression of the green 
color is repeated three times, and becomes therefore 
deeper, more permanent, more general. Again, if we 
see the leaf of an oak-tree, of a fig-tree, of a rose-tree, 
or of any other plant or shrub, the peculiar outline 
of each individual leaf is more or less obliterated, and 
there remains, we are told, the general impression of 
a leaf. In the same manner, out of innumerable im- 
pressions of various trees arises the general impression 
of tree, out of the impressions of trees, shrubs, and 
herbs, the general impression of plant, of vegetative 
species, and at last of substance, animate or inani- 
mate. In this manner it was supposed that the whole 
furniture of the human mind could be explained as 
the inevitable result of repeated sensuous impressions ; 
and further, as these sensuous impressions, which 
make up the whole of what is called Mind, are re- 
ceived by animals as well as by men, it fol- 
lowed, as a matter of course, that the difference 
between the two was a difference of degree only, 
and that it was a mere question of time and circum- 
stances for a man-like ape to develop into an ape-like 
man. 
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But what is that tabula rasa, which sounds so 
theta. learned, and yet is mere verbal jugglery ? 
bularasa. Tet us accept the metaphor that the mind 
is like a smooth writing-tablet with nothing in it 
or on it, and what can be clearer even then, than 
that the impressions made on it must be determined 
by the nature of such a tablet? Impressions made 
on wax are different from impressions made on sand 
or water, and impressions made on the human mind 
must likewise be determined by the nature of the re- 
cipient. We see therefore that the conditions under 
which each recipient is capable of receiving impres- 
sions, constitute at the same time the conditions or 
terms to which all impressions must submit, whether 
they be made on a tabula rasa, or on the human 
mind, or on anything else. 

And here is the place where Kant broke through 
oan the phalanx of the sensualistic school. That 
ditins obs without which no impressions on the human 

mind are possible or conceivable constitutes, 
he would say, the transcendental side of our 
knowledge. What, according to Kant, is transcen- 
dental is generally identified with what some phi- 
losophers call a priori, others subjective. But 
this is true in a very limited sense only. Kant 
does not mean by transcendental what is merely 
biographically, i. e. in each individual, or even palae- 
ontologically, i. e. in the history of the whole race 
of man, a priori. The a priori in these two senses 
has to be discovered by experimental and historical 
psychology, and Kant would probably have no objec- 
tion whatever to any of the conclusions arrived at in 
this domain of research by the most advanced eyolu- 
tionist. The a priori which Kant tries to discover 
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is a very different one, it is that which makes the 
two other a priori’s possible; it is the ontological 
apriori. Let all the irritations of the senses, let 
all the raw material of our sensuous perceptions be 
given, the fact of our not simply yielding to these 
inroads, but resisting them, accepting them, realizing 
them, knowing them, all this shows a reacting and 
realizing power in our mind. If anything is to be 
seen, or heard, or felt, or known by us, such as we 
are — and, I suppose, we are something — if all is not 
to end with disturbances of the retina, or vibrations 
of the tympanum, or ringing of the bells at the re- 
ceiving stations of the brain, then what is to be 
perceived by us must submit to the conditions of 
our perceiving, what is to be known by us must 
accept the conditions of our knowing. This point 
is of so much importance for the solution, or, at all 
events, for the right apprehension of the problem 
with which we have to deal, that we must examine 
Kant’s view on the origin and on the conditions of 
our knowledge a little more carefully. 

According to Kant, then, there are, first of all, two 
fundamental or inevitable conditions of all 
sensuous manifestations, viz. Space and Deore 
Time. They are called by Kant pure erat 
intuitions, which means a. priori forms to which 
all intuitions, if they are to become our intuitions, 
must submit. By no effort can we do away with 
these forms of phenomenal existence. If we are to 
become conscious of anything, whether we call it an 
impression, or a manifestation, or a phase, we must 
place all phenomena side by side, and at a distance 
from ourselves, i. e. in space; and we can accept and 
retain them only as following each other in succes- 
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sion, i.e. in time. If we wanted to make it still 
clearer that Time and Space are subjective, or at all 
events determined by us, we might say that there 
can be no There without a Here, there can be no 
Then without a Now, and both the Here and the 
Now depend on us as recipients, as measurers, as 
perceivers. 

Mr. Herbert Spencer brings three arguments against 
H. Spencer's Kant’s view that Space and Time are a 
objections. Hriori forms of our sensuous intuition. 
He says it is absolutely impossible to think that these 
forms of intuition belong to the ego, and not to the 
non-ego. Now Kant does not, according to the 
nature of his system, commit himself to any assertion 
that some such form may or may not belong to the 
non-ego the Ding an sich; he only maintains 
that we have no means of knowing it. That Kant’s 
view is not altogether unthinkable, as Mr. Spencer 
imagines, is proved by Berkeley and most Idealists. 

Secondly, Mr. H. Spencer argues that if Space and 
Time are forms of thought, they can never be thought 
of, since it is impossible for anything to be at once 
the form of thought and the matter of thought. 
Here Mr. H. Spencer has evidently been misled by 
an imperfect translation of Kant. Kant never takes 
Space and Time as forms. of thought. He carefully 
guards against this view, and calls them “ reine For- 
men sinnlicher Anschauung”’ (pure forms of sensu- 
ous intuition). But even if this distinction between 
thought and intuition, like all other distinctions, were 
eliminated by evolution, it has still to be proved that 
the forms of thought can never become the matter of 
thought. Would not this put an end to all philos- 
ophy, for it is surely one of the principal objects of 
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philosophy to make the forms of thought the matter 
of thought? 

Thirdly, Mr. Spencer maintains that some of our 
sense-perceptions, and more particularly that of hear- 
ing, are not necessarily local. This objection again 
seems to me to rest on a misunderstanding of Kant’s 
own words. Though it is true that we do not always 
know the exact place where sounds come from, we 
always know, even in the case of our ears ringing, 
that what we perceive is outside us, is somewhere, 
comes towards us; and that is all that Kant re- 
quires.} 

But besides these fundamental forms of sensuous 
intuition, Space and Time, without which no sensuous 
perception is possible, Kant, by his analysis of Pure 
Reason, discovered other conditions of our knowledge, 
the so-called Categories of the Understand- 
ing. While the sensualistic school, beginning with the 
ordinary a priori of experience, looked upon these 
forms of thought as mere abstractions, the residue or 
shadow of repeated observations, Kant made it clear 
that without them no experience, not even the lowest, 
would be possible, and that therefore they could not 
themselves be acquired by experience. Grant, he 
would say, that we have, we do not know how, the 
sensations of color, sound, taste, smell, or touch. 
They are given, and we must accept them. But think 
of the enormous difference between a vibration and 
a sensation; and again between a succession or 
agglomeration of the sensations of yellowness, soft- 


1 See T. H. Green, Works, vol. ii. p. 23. Mr. Herbert Spencer has 
tried to defend his views on Kant in some articles in the Fortnightly 
Review. His defence, like all he writes, is no doubt very able, but I 
gladly leave it to real students of Kant’s works to judge for themselves 
whether Mr. H. Spencer has understood Kant rightly or not. 
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ness, sweetness, and roundness, and what we mean 
when we speak of an orange! The nerves may 
vibrate forever — what would that be to us? The 
sensations might rush in forever through the different 
gates of our senses ; the afferent nerves might deliver 
them to one central point, yet even then they would 
remain but so many excitations of nervous action, so 
many sensations, coming and going at pleasure, but 
they would never by themselves produce in us the 
perception of an object, a substance and its attributes, 
which we call an orange. The common-sense view of 
the matter is that we perceive all these sensations 
together as an orange, because the orange, as such, 
exists forsooth without us as something substantial, 
and the qualities of yellowness, softness, sweetness, 
and roundness are inherent in it as attributes. This 
is, no doubt, very unphilosophical, and ignores the 
positive fact that all that we have consists and can 
consist of sensations and phases of consciousness 
only, and that nothing can ever carry us beyond. 
Yet there is this foundation of truth in the common- 
sense view, that it shows our utter inability of per- 
ceiving any sensations without referring them to some- 
thing objective which causes them and is supposed to 
possess all those qualities which correspond to our 
sensations. If then we know that what is given us 
consists of phases of sensation only, whatever their 
origin may be, it ought to become clear, even to a 
man of common sense, that it can only be our mind, 
or whatever else we like to call it, which adds all the 
rest, and does this, not consciously or deliberately, 
but of necessity, and, as it were, in the dark. 

We cannot receive sensations without at once re- 
ferring them toa substantial cause. To say that 
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these sensations may have no origin at all, would be 
to commit an outrage against ourselves. And why? 
Simply because our mind is so constituted that to 
doubt whether anything phenomenal had a cause 
would be a logical suicide. Call it what you like, a 
law, a necessity, an unconscious instinct, a category 
of the understanding, it always remains the fault of 
our mind that it cannot receive sensations without 
referring them to a substance of which they are sup- 
posed to tell us the attributes.1 
And if this is so, we have a clear right to say with 
Kant, that that without which even the lowest per- 
ception of an object is impossible, must be given, and 
cannot have been acquired by repeated perception. 
That what we mean by cause has no warrant in the 
Non-ego is a truth accepted, not only by Kant, but, 
though for a very different purpose, by Hume also; 
nay, there can be no doubt that on this point Kant 
owed very much to Hume’s scepticism. Kant has 
nothing to say against Hume’s argumentation that 
the ideas of cause and effect, of substance and 
quality, in that sense in which we generally use 
them, are not found in actual experience. But while 
Hume proceeded to discard those ideas as mere illu- 
sions, Kant, on the contrary, reclaimed them as the 
inevitable forms to which all phenomena must sub- 
mit, if they are to be phenomena at all, if they are 
to become our phenomena, the simplest perceptions 
of a human mind. He established their truth, or, 
what with him is the same, their inevitability in all 
1 Cf. Bacon, Nov. Org. i. 41: ‘‘ Omnes perceptiones, tam sensus quam 
mentis, sunt ex analogia hominis, non ex analogia universi. Estque intel- 
lectus humanus instar speculi inaequalis ad radios rerum, qui suam naturam 


naturae rerum immiscet, eamque distorquet et inficit.’”’ Lieb- 
mann, Kant, p. 48. 
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phenomenal knowledge, and by showing their inappli- 
cability to any but phenomenal knowledge, he once 
for all determined the limits as well as the powers of 
human knowledge. 

These inevitable forms were reduced by Kant to 
Tableot twelve, and he arranged them systematically 
Categories. in his famous Table of Categories : — 

(1) Unity, Plurality, Universality ; 

(2) Affirmation, Negation, Limitation ; 
(8) Substantiality, Causality, Reciprocity ; 
(4) Possibility, Actuality, Necessity. 

We need not examine the character of these cate- 
gories in detail, or consider the forms which they 
take as Schemata. What applies to one applies 
to all, viz. that without them no. thought is possible. 
Take the categories of quantity, and try to think 
of anything, without thinking of it at the same time 
as one or many, and you will find it is impossible. 
Nature does not count for us, we must count our- 
selves, and the talent of counting cannot have been 
acquired by counting, any more than a stone acquires 
the talent of swimming by being thrown into the 
water. 

Put in the shortest way, I should say that the 
Nihilest Vesult of Kant’s analysis of the Categories 


in sensu, 


juod non Of the Understanding is the very opposite 
fuerit in of Locke’s, namely, “ Nihil est in sensu, 
Lec ims quod non fuerit in intellectu.” We 
cannot perceive any object, except by the aid of the 
intellect. _ 

It is no easy task to attempt to give in a few words 
a true abstract of Kant’s philosophy, yet if we wish 
to gain a clear view of the progressive, or in some 
cases retrogressive, movement of human thought from 
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century to century, we must be satisfied with short 
abstracts, as long as they contain the essence of each 
system of philosophy.! We may spend years in ex- 
ploring the course of a river, and we may have in 
our note-books accurate sketches of its borders, of 
every nook and corner through which it winds. But 
for practical purposes we want a geographical map, 
more or less minute, according to the extent of the 
area which we wish to survey; and here the mean- 
dering outline of the river must vanish, and be re- 
placed by a bold line, indicating the general direction 
of the river from one important point to another, and 
nothing else. The same is necessary if we draw 
either for our own guidance or for the guidance of 
others, a map of the stream of philosophic thought. 
Whole pages, nay, whole volumes, must here be rep- 
resented by one or two lines, and all that is essential 
is that we should not lose sight of the salient points 
in each system. It has been said that every system 
of philosophy lies in a nutshell, and this is particu- 
larly true of great and decisive systems. ‘They do 
not wander about much; they go straight to the 
point. What is really characteristic in them is the 
attitude which the philosopher assumes towards the 
old problems of the world: that attitude once under- 
stood, and everything else follows almost by necessity. 

In the philosophy of Kant two streams of philo- 
sophic thought, which had been running in separate 
beds for ages, meet for the first time, and we can 
clearly discover in his system the gradual mingling 
of the colors of Hume and Berkeley. Turning against 


1 An excellent account of the salient points of Kant’s philosophy may 
be seen in some vigorous essays by W. L, Courtney, Studies in Philosophy, 


1882. 
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the one-sided course of Hume’s philosophy, Kant shows 
that there is something within us which could never 
have been supplied from without; turning against 
the Idealists, he shows that there is something with- 
out us which could never have been supplied from 
within. Sensation and intellect, he shows, exist for 
each other, depend on each other, presuppose each 
other, form together a whole that should never have 
been torn asunder. And he likewise shows that the 
two factors of our knowledge, the matter of our sen- 
‘gations on one side, and their form on the other, are 
correlative, so that any attempt at using the forms of 
our intellect on anything which transcends the limits 
of our sensations is, once for all, declared illegal. 
' Hence his famous saying, Begriffe ohne An- 
Begrifte schauungen sind leer, Anschau- 
schauun- ungen ohne Begriffe sind blind. 
ine (‘* Conceptions without Intuitions are emp- 
ty, Intuitions without Conceptions are blind.”’) 

This last protest against the use of the categories 
with regard to anything not supplied by the senses 
is the crowning effort of Kant’s philosophy, but 
strange to say, it proved a protest unheeded by al- 
most all philosophers who followed after Kant. To 
my mind Kant’s general solution of the problem 
which divided Hume and Berkeley is perfect; and 
however we may criticise the exact number of the in- 
evitable forms of thought, his Table of Categories as 
a whole will forever remain the Magna Charta 
of true philosophy. 

In Germany, although Kant’s system has been 
succeeded by other systems, his reply to Hume has 
never been challenged by any leading philosopher. 
It has been strengthened rather than weakened by 
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subsequent systems which, though widely differing 
from Kant in their metaphysical concep- patient 
tions, never questioned his success in vin- ae 
dicating certain ingredients of our knowl- ™=2y- 
edge as belonging to mind, not to matter; to the 
subject, not to the object; to the understanding, not 
to sensation; to the a priori, not to experience. 
They have indeed sadly disregarded Kant’s warning 
that a priori laws of thought must not be applied 
to anything outside the limits of sensuous experience, 
but they have never questioned the true a priori 
character of those laws themselves. 

Nor can it be said that in France the step which 
Kant had made in advance of Hume has 
ever been retraced by those who represent 
in that country the historical progress of philosophy. 
One French philosopher only, whose position is in 
many respects anomalous, Auguste Comte, has ven- 
tured to propose a system of philosophy in which 
Kant’s position is not indeed refuted, but ignored. 
Comte did not know Kant’s philosophy, and I do not 
think that it will be ascribed to any national prejudice 
of mine if I consider that this alone would be sufli- 
cient to exclude his name from the historical roll of 
philosophers. I should say just the same of Kant, if 
he had written in ignorance of Locke and Berkeley 
and Hume, or of Spinoza, if he had ignored the works 
of Descartes, or of Aristotle, if he had ignored the 


teaching of Plato. 


Tn France. 


1 His own countryman, M. E. Renan, judges Comte much more harshly. 
‘ Plus tard,’’ he writes, “j’éprouvais une sorte d’agacement & voir la ré- 
putation exagérée d’Auguste Comte, érigé un grand homme de premier 
ordre pour avoir dit en mauvais fran¢ais ce que tous Jes esprits scientifiques 
depuis deux cent ans ont vu aussi clairement que lui.” (Revue des Deux 
Mondes, Dec. 1881, p. 741.) Professor Huxley is even more severe. 
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It is different, however, in England. Here, a new 
school of philosophy has sprung up, not entirely free 
perhaps from the influence of Comte, but supported 
by far greater learning and real philosophical power, 
a school which deliberately ignores Kant’s analysis, 
and falls back in the main on the position once oc- 
cupied by Locke or Hume. Such a philosophy by 
appealing, as it always does, to the common sense of 
mankind, is sure of wide popular support. It falls 
in with the general tendencies of our age. It is 
short and easy, and enables a man to be a philos- 
opher, not by studying Plato and Aristotle, Berkeley 
and Kant, but by ignoring, if not by despising them. 
But there are serious philosophers also who do not 
ignore Kant, but in returning to the standpoint of 
Locke or Hume, distinctly assert that Kant has not 
made good his case, whether in his analysis of the 
two feeders of knowledge, or in his admission of 
synthetic judgments a priori or general truths, not 
attained and not attainable by experience. The law 
of causality on which the whole question of the a 
priori conditions of knowledge may be said to hinge 
is treated again, as it was by Hume, as a mere snare 
and illusion, a habit produced by the repeated succes- 
sion of events; and psychological analysis, strength- 
ened by physiological research, is called in to prove 
that mind is but the transient outcome of matter, 
that the brain secretes thought as the liver secretes 


“The founder of Positivism,’? he writes (Hume, p.51), ‘no less admira- 
bly illustrates the connection of scientific incapacity with philosophical in- 
competence.”” And again, p. 52: ‘‘M. Comte would have found it hard 
to escape the admission that, in vituperating psychology, he had been 
propounding solemn nonsense.” It is easy to accuse German writers of 
philosophical Chauvinism ; no German, so far as I know, has uttered more 
terrible condemnations of ‘‘ the Master’? than Renan his own countryman, 
and Huxley, certainly no admirer of German metaphysics. 
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bile. No phosphorus, no thought! is the triumphant 
war-cry of this school. 

In speaking of the general tendencies of this school 
of thought, I have intentionally avoided pimerence 
mentioning any names, for it is curious to between 
observe that hardly any two representatives Spencer. 
of it agree even on the most essential points. No 
two names, for instance, are so frequently quoted to- 
gether as representatives of modern English thought 
as Mr. Stuart Mill and Mr. Herbert Spencer, yet on 
the most critical point they are as diametrically op- 
posed as Hume and Kant. Mr. Stuart Mill admits 
nothing a priori in the human mind; he stands on 
the same ground as Locke, nay, if I interpret some 
of his paragraphs rightly, he goes as far as Hume. 
Mr. Herbert Spencer, on the contrary, fights against 
this view of the human intellect with the same sharp 
weapons that Kant had used, and he arrives, like 
Kant, at the conclusion that there is in the human 
mind, such as we know it, something a priori, call 
it intuitions, categories, innate ideas, or congenital 
dispositions, something at all events that cannot hon- 
estly be explained as the result of individual experi- 
ence. The prehistoric genesis of these congenital 
dispositions or inherited necessities of thought, as 
suggested by Mr. Herbert Spencer, seems to me a 
mere shifting back of the difficulty which other phi- 
losophers meet boldly face to face, and whether right 
or wrong, it would not help in solving the problem 
which Kant is dealing with... The result of all this 
prehistoric genesis would be exactly those innatae 


1 “ People who think that the development of habits through hereditary 
transmission will account for the necessity of necessary truths, show that 
they do not know what is meant by such necessity.” T. H, Green, Works, 
vol. ii. p. 224. 


144 THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 


ideae of Descartes, the dpyai dvarddexro of Aristotle, 
which modern philosophy has long discarded, or at 
all events interpreted in a very different sense. In 
admitting, however, that there is something in our 
mind which is not the result of our own a posteriori 
experience, Mr. Herbert Spencer is a thorough Kant- 
ian, and we shall see that, without being aware of it, 
he is in other respects too far more of a Kantian than 
a Comtian. If it could be proved that nervous modi- 
fications, accumulated from generation to generation, 
could result in nervous structures that are fixed in 
proportion as the outer relations to which they an- 
swer are fixed, we, as followers of Kant, should only 
have to put in the place of Kant’s intuitions of Space 
and Time “the constant space relations, expressed in 
definite nervous structures, congenitally framed to 
act in definite ways, and incapable of acting in any 
other way.” If Mr. Herbert Spencer had not mis- 
understood the exact meaning of what Kant calls the 
intuitions of Space and Time, he would have per- 
ceived that, barring his theory of the prehistoric 
origin of these intuitions, he was with regard to them 
quite at one with Kant. 

Some of the objections which Mr. Herbert Spencer 
ae urges against Kant’s theory of innate intui- 
answers; —_ tions of Space and Time were made so soon 
after the appearance of his work, that Kant him- 
self was still able to reply to them.! Thus he ex- 
plains himself that by forms of intuition he does not 
mean anything innate, in the form of ready-made 
ideas or images, but merely inevitable receptivities 
of the Ego, according to which, if affected in cer- 


1 See Das Unbewusste, vom Standpunkt der Physiologie und Descen- 
denatheorie, p. 187; Kant’s Werke, ed. Rosenkranz, B. i. pp. 445, 446. 
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tain ways, it represents these affections in certain 
forms. What is innate is not the representation 
itself, but simply the first formal cause of its pos- 
sibility. 

Nor do I think that Kant’s view of causality, as 
the most important category of the understanding, 
has been correctly apprehended by his English crit- 
ics. - All the arguments that are brought forward by 
the living followers of Hume, in order to show that 
the idea of cause is not an innate idea, but the result 
of repeated observations, and, it may be, a mere il- 
lusion, do not touch Kant at all. He moves in quite 
a different layer of thought. That each individual 
becomes conscious of causality by experience and ed- 
ucation, he knows as well as the most determined 
follower of Hume; but what he means by the cate- 
gory of causality is something totally different. It 
may almost be called an unconscious process, and, 
from a purely psychological point of view, might 
truly be treated as prehistoric. So far from being 
the result of repeated observations, Kant shows that 
what he means by the category of causality is the 
sine qua non of the simplest perception, and that 
without it we might indeed have states of feeling, 
but never a sensation of something, an intuition 
of an object, or a perception of a substance. 
Were we to accept the theory of evolution which 
traces the human mind back to the inner life of a 
mollusc, we should even then be able to remain Kant- 
ians, in so far as it would be, even then, the category 
of causality that works in the mollusc, and makes it 
extend its tentacles towards the crumb of bread 
which has touched it, and has evoked in it a reflex 
action, a grasping after the prey. In this lowest 
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form of animal life, therefore, the category of causal- 
ity, if we may use such a term, would show itself 
simply as a half-conscious, or, at all events, as a no 
longer involuntary reaction ; in human life we might 
say that it shows itself clearly in the first glance of 
recognition that lights up the infant’s vacant stare. 

This is what Kant means by the category of cau- 
sality, and no new discoveries, either in the structure 
of the organs of sense or in the working of the men- 
tal faculties, have in any way, so far as I can see, 
invalidated his conclusions that that category at all 
events, whatever we may think of the others, is a 
priori in every sense of the word, is the sine 
qua non ofall thought. It may be, for all we know, 
a wWeddos, but to us it is and must remain an dAnbvov 
Weddos. 

Among German philosophers there is none so free 
Schopen- | {rom what are called German metaphysical 
yauer ony tendencies as Schopenhauer, yet what does 
of Causality. he say of Kant’s view of causality ? 

“Sensation,” he says, “is something essentially 
subjective, and its changes are brought to our cogni- 
zance in the form of the internal sense only, therefore 
in time, i, e. in succession.! The understanding, 
through a form belonging to it and to it alone, viz. 
the form of causality, takes hold of the given sensa- 
tions, a priori, previous to all experience (for ex- 
perience is not yet possible), as effects which, as 
such, must have a cause; and through another form 
of the internal sense, viz. that of space, which is 
likewise preéstablished in the intellect, it places that 
cause outside the organs of sense.” And again: 
‘As the visible world rises before us with the rising 


1 See Liebmann’s remarks on this, Objectiver Anblick, p. 114. 
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of the sun, the understanding, by its one simple 
function of referring all effects to a cause, changes 
with one stroke all dull and unmeaning sensations 
into intuitions. What is felt by the eye, the ear, the 
hand, is not intuition, but only the data of intu- 
ition. Only by the step which the understanding 
makes from effect to cause, the world is made, as in- 
tuition, extended in space, changing in form, perma- 
nent in substance ; for it is the understanding which 
combines Space and Time in the conception of mat- 
ter, that is, of activity or force.” 

Professor Helmholtz, again, who has analyzed the 
external apparatus of the senses more Mi- yemhoits 
nutely than any other philosopher, and ™usality. 
who, in England at all events, would not be denied 
the name of a philosopher, arrives, though starting 
from a different point, at identically the same result 
as Schopenhauer. 

“It is clear,” he says, ‘that starting with the 
world of our sensations, we could never arrive at the 
conception of an external world, except by admitting, 
from the changing of our sensations, the existence of 
external objects as the causes of change; though it 
is perfectly true that, after the conception of such 
objects has once been formed, we are hardly aware 
how we came to have this conception; because the 
conclusion is so self-evident that we do not look 
upon it as the result of a conclusion. We must 
admit therefore that the law of causality by which 
from an effect we infer the existence of a cause, is 
to be recognized as a law of our intellect, pre- 
ceding all experience. We cannot arrive at 
any experience of natural objects without having the 
law of causality acting within us; it is impossible 
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therefore to admit that this law of causality is de- 
rived from experience.” 

I have just time to add two utterances of another 
German philosopber and physiologist, Virchow, who 
in his address to the Naturforscher- Versamm- 
lung, in September, 1886, remarks: “ What is 
seeing without thinking?” nay, who seems to have 
discerned how indispensable language is to thought, 
when he adds: “Only after their perceptions have 
become fixed by language, are the senses brought to 
a conscious possession and a real understanding of 
them.” 

Strengthened by such support from very opposite 
quarters, we may now sum up Kant’s argument in 
favor of the transcendental or a priori character 
of this and the other categories in this short sen- 
tence : — 

That without which no experience, not even the 
simplest perception of a stone or a tree, is possible, 
cannot be the result of repeated perceptions. And 
we may add as a corollary: All percepts are con- 
ceptual. 


CHAPTER IV. 


LANGUAGE THE BARRIER BETWEEN MAN AND 
BEAST. 


It was necessary to give at least this general out- 
line of the position which Kant! had taken gant ana 
up in the history of philosophic thought in P™¥™ 
order to substantiate the charge which I brought, 
not so much against Darwin himself, as against 
certain philosophers who wish to fortify their own 
position by his powerful name, namely the charge of 
being unhistorical, that is of being outside the great 
and continuous stream of the history of philosophy, 
or having neglected to pay that attention and respect 
to their predecessors which they deserve. I believe 
that if Darwin himself had been acquainted with the 
evolution of philosophic thought as he was with the 
evolution of nature, he would have seen that there is 
something in man which he could not have inherited 
from a monkey, and he would probably, like Helm- 
holtz, have modified his opinion of the descent of 


1 For a fuller treatment of Kant’s philosophy I must refer to my transla- 
tion of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, published in 1881, in commemo- 
ration of the centenary of its first publication, and, more particularly, to 
Professor Noiré’s ‘‘The Critique of Pure Reason, as illustrated by a 
sketch of the Development of Occidental Philosophy,’ contained in the 
first volume of my translation of Kant’s Critique. The same writer has 
treated the same subject more fully in Die Entwickelung der abendlan- 
dischen Philosophie bis zur Critik der reinen Vernunft, 1883, the best in- 
troduction, I think, to a scholarlike study of Kant. 
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man, or would at all events have considered it his 
duty to show how this opinion could be defended 
against the arguments of thinkers who were his peers 
in knowledge, in power of reasoning, and in honesty 
of purpose. Such is my belief in Darwin’s intellect- 
ual honesty that I should not have been surprised at 
his giving up his theory of the descent of man from 
an ape or some kind of animal, if he had been ac- 
quainted with Kant’s “ Critique of Pure Reason.” I 
had the privilege of corresponding and conversing 
with Darwin, after I had delivered my Lectures at 
the Royal Institution in 1873,and though he was un- 
able to discuss the whole question with me, because, 
as he said, his knowledge on the subject of languages 
was only derived from a few personal friends, he said 
to me in the kindest, half-humorous, half-serious way, 
‘* You are a dangerous man.” Far be it from me to 
see in those words more than a good-natured compli- 
ment; but they showed at all events that Darwin’s 
mind remained accessible to argument to the very 
end of his life. What made me bold to urge my 
views against his was that I felt myself perfectly free 
from any prejudice, whether on the ground of theology 
or on the ground of human pride, and that I did not 
see how the descent of man from some other special 
animal was a necessary consequence of Darwin’s own 
view of evolution. If, like others, he had admitted 
but one primordial form, the case would have been 
different, and he would almost have been forced to 
admit that man was the child of some other animal, 
or the result of a special creation. But as in spite of 
the pressure of his friends, Darwin’s scientific con- 
science would not yield on that point, I could not see 
that the admission of an independent beginning of 
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man would have conflicted with the fundamental 
principles of his philosophy. It is different with the 
student of language and of thought. If his view of 
language is right, the admission of the descent of man 
from an ape is impossible. 

This shows the immense importance of the Darwin- 
ian theory, of which he himself seems hardly to have 
been aware, in solving once for all questions which 
have been discussed since the first dawn of philos- 
ophy, and which seemed to have been finally settled 
by Kant; and it shows, I hope, at the same time that 
the verdict on this disputed inheritance must be 
signed, not by zodlogists and physiologists only, but 
by psychologists also, and, before all, by the students 
of language. . 

It sometimes seems to me as if those who profess to 
be the followers of Darwin speak often far punccessary 
more dogmatically than Darwin himself on Posmstism 
the results already obtained by a genealogical arrange- 
ment of organic beings beginning with a group of 
animals, boldly called “ organisms without organs,” 
such as the Bathybius Haeckelii,! and advan- 
cing step by step to the most highly organized mam- 
mals. If men like Carl Vogt could be accepted as 
the recognized representatives and spokesmen of the 
Darwinian school, all would seem to be settled ; 
there would be no gaps or flaws anywhere: it would 
be sheer ignorance to doubt the direct descent of man 
from a monkey, and his indirect descent from the 
primordial Moneres. But even Haeckel, perhaps the 
most fiery apostle of Darwinism in Germany, does not 
go quite so far, and in his work on Kalkschwiimme 
(9. p. 12) he admits that the majority, and among it 

1 Haeckel, Natiirliche Schipfunsgeschichte, p. 165. 
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some famous biologists of the first class, are still of 
opinion that the problem of the origin of species has 
only been opened by Darwin, but by no means 
solved.” 

In another place Professor Haeckel is very anx- 
Monogenetio 10US? to convince his readers that the dif- 
anietie the. ference between these two schools, the mon- 
rele ogenetic and polygenetic, is of small 
importance. The difference, he says, between the 
various Moneres, whose bodies consist of simple mat- 
ter without form or structure, and which are in fact 
no more than a combination of carbon in the form of 
white of eggs, are of a chemical nature only, and the 
differences of mixture in the endless varieties of com- 
bination of white of eggs are so fine as to be for the 
present beyond the powers of human perception. 
But if this is so, surely the rule of all scientific re- 
search would be to wait before definitely deciding 
in favor of one primordial cell and thus creating new 
trammels in the progress of free enquiry. 

Whatever the physiologists may say to the con- 
trary, it does make a very great difference to the 
philosopher, whether the beginning of organic life 
has happened once, or may be supposed to have hap- 
pened repeatedly ; and though I do not grudge to the 
Bathybius the dignity of a new Adam, I cannot 
help feeling that in this small speck of slime, dredged 
up from the bottom of the Atlantic Ocean, there is 
too much of the old Adam, too much of what I eall 
mythology, i. e. too much of human ignorance con- 
cealed under the veil of dogmatic knowledge. 

These remarks are not intended to throw doubt 
or discredit on Darwin’s work, but only to protest 

1 Haeckel, 1. c., p. 872. 
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against the extreme dogmatism with which some of 
his followers speak of the results already obtained. 
Whatever modification Darwin’s system may receive 
at the hands of professed physiologists, the honor of 
having cleared the Augean stables of endless species, 
of having explained many things which formerly 
seemed to require repeated acts of direct creation, as 
resulting from the slow action of natural causes, of 
having made us see the influence exercised by the 
individual on the family and by the family on the 
individual, of having given to the world a few really 
new and fresh ideas, will always remain his own. 

I speak feelingly on this subject, for I am old 
enough to remember how much the progress eee 
of the Science of Language was impeded by origin of 
the equally dogmatic veto which not very Fares 
long ago the most eminent physiologists put on the 
theory of a common origin of the different races of 
man. When my own researches into language and 
the intellectual development of man led me to the 
conclusion that, if we had only sufficient time allowed 
us — certainly more than the chronology of the Bible 
would sanction — there would be no difficulty in giv- 
ing an intelligible account of the common origin of 
all languages, I was met with the assurance that even 
hypothetically such a view was quite inadmissible, 
because the merest beginner in anatomy knew that 
the different races of man constituted so many spe- 
cies, that species were the result of independent crea- 
tive acts, and that the black, brown, red, yellow, and 
white races could not possibly be conceived as de- 
scended from one pair. Men like Prichard and A. 
von Humboldt, who maintained the possibility of a 
common origin, were suspected of being influenced 
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by extraneous motives. I myself, because I lived at 
Oxford, was charged with a superstitious belief in 
Adam and Eve and the rest of the Mosaic ethnol- 
ogy! And why? Simply because in the science of 
‘language I was a Darwinian before Darwin; simply 
‘because I had protested against scientific as strongly 
as against theological dogmatism; simply because I 
wished the common origin of languages to be treated 
at least as an open question.? 

But with all my gratitude to Darwin for having 
ee put an end to the terrorism of those phys- 
origin of —_ iologists who raised every variety into a 

species, and insisted on an independent act 
of creation or at all events on an independent origin 
for every variety of living beings, I think he al- 
lowed himself to be carried away when he denied an 
independent origin to man. I admire his wise dis- 
cretion in not attempting to reduce all organic beings 
to one ancestor as well as his wisdom in never at- 
tempting to explain the first beginnings of organic life 
either as acts of creation or as generatio sponta- 
nea or as Urschleim; but why should he have 
thought it impossible that in addition to his four pro- 
genitors, there was a fifth progenitor for man, I can- 
not understand. We must reason here as we do else- 
where. If Darwin had discovered something, however 
small in appearance, in the horse, which it could not 
possibly have inherited from the hipparion, he would 
never have represented the hipparion as the progen- 
itor of the horse. If then there is something in man 
which could not possibly have been inherited from a 


1“ On the Possibility of a Common Origin of Language,”’ in my Letter 
to Bunsen, ‘On the Turanian Languages,”? published in Bunsen’s Chris- 
tianity and Mankind, 1854. 
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monkey or any other animal, something of which 
even the most rudimentary germs are absent in the 
whole animal genus, something which has imparted 
to man a character entirely different from all other 
living beings namely, language, why represent him as 
the descendant of an unknown, but certainly speech- 
less ape ? 

I know it has been argued that a transition from 
animal to man is at least conceivable, and pyansition 
that our freedom of enquiry ought not to be from animal 
fettered by excluding possibilities from the ¢m¢!vable. 
pale of legitimate reasoning. What is conceivable, 
however, depends quite as much on the conceiver as 
on the conceived, and I maintain that no one who 
knows the true nature of language could conceive 
how any animal, from the lowest to the highest, 
could ever have developed speech. But whatever 
may be conceivable or inconceivable, is there not 
something in what is real, that is, in the fact that no 
living being, except man, has ever developed speech? 
It seems to me far more conceivable that a fish 
should suckle her young, because the whale (Wal- 
fisch) does, than that the most highly developed 
monkey should ever frame a grammatical language, 
because a bird sings. To admit everything as con- 
ceivable, may be very excellent in theory, and, as 
mere logicians, we may all admit that the sun need 
not rise to-morrow. It is conceivable that trees 
should grow into the sky, and that birds should fly 
into the moon. To say that they would die, is say- 
ing nothing; for why should they not possess the 
power of adapting themselves to new environments, 
a power so largely claimed for all other beings ? 

But I doubt whether that neutral state of mind is 
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the best adapted for real work, and for the advance- 
ment of real knowledge. The chemist who, for the 
time being, denies the possibility or at least the ad- 
missibility of a decomposition of what he calls ele- 
mentary substances, and who declares a change of 
lifeless into living matter as for the present inconceiy- 
able, is far more likely to advance his science than he 
who from the beginning looks upon everything as 
possible, and who considers the Broad Lines which 
keep order in nature and render many things impos- 
sible, as purely imaginary limits. 

It seems to me far more useful if philosophers 
would try to discover why there are such hard and 
fast lines drawn across the vast plan of nature, why 
certain creatures never pass certain limits, and why 
man, for instance, was able or was forced to general- 
ize, to form a world of concepts or roots, to derive 
from these roots, names of new concepts, to elaborate, 
in fact, language and reason, and then to make lan- 
guage the foundation of a culture, which marvellous 
as it is in our century, is probably the seed only fora 
future growth far richer than has yet been witnessed. 

If we do not simply play with words, if we take 
conceivable in that sense which it has among pro- 
fessional students of every science, viz. something 
which is in accordance with known facts, then we 
ought not to say that the elaboration of language by 
any animal, except man, is conceivable; but, on the 
contrary, it becomes our duty to warn the valiant 
disciples of Darwin that, before they can claim a real 
victory, before they can call. man a descendant of a 
mute animal, they must lay a regular siege to a for- 
tress which is not to be frightened into submission by 
a few random shots, the fortress of language, which 
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as yet stands untaken and unshaken on the very fron- 
tiers between the animal kingdom and the kingdom 
of man. 

Let us now see what Darwin himself has to say in 
support of his opinion that man does not a iene 
date from the same period which marks the the Descent 
beginning of organic life on earth, that he Pree 
has not an ancestor of his own, like the other great 
families of living beings, but that he had to wait till 
the mammals had reached a high degree of develop- 
ment, and that he then stepped into the world as the 
young or as the child of an ape. Much stress has 
been laid on this, as a kind of salve to our wounded 
pride, that man need not consider himself as the di- 
rect descendant of any living kind of ape,! and that 
he may be laterally only, not lineally descended from 
a catarrhine ape. I see no meaning in this, nor have 
I ever understood how the wounded pride of man 
could be an element in our search for truth. The 
question is not whether the belief that animals so dis- 
tant as a man, a monkey, an elephant, and a hum- 
ming-bird, a snake, a frog, and a fish could all have 
sprung from the same parents is monstrous,” but sim- 
ply and solely whether it can be proved. Appeals to 
the pride or humility of man, to scientific courage or 
religious piety, are all equally out of place. We do 
not complain of the injustice or indignity of our hav- 
ing individually to be born or to die, of our passing 
through the different stages of embryonic life, of our 
being made of dust, that is of exactly the same chem- 
ical materials from which the bodies of animals are 
built up.2 Fact against fact, argument against argu- 

1 Haeckel, Vorlesungen, p. 577. 


2 Darwin’s Descent, vol. i. p. 208. 
8 Bradley, Principles of Logic, p. 466. 
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ment, that is the rule of scientific warfare; a warfare 
in which to confess oneself convinced or vanquished 
by truth is often far more honorable than victory. 
But while protesting against these sentimental 
outcries, we ought not to allow ourselves to be intim- 
idated either by scientific clamor. It seems to mea 
mere dogmatic assertion to say! ‘“ that it would be 
unscientific to consider the hand of a man or a mon- 
key, the foot of a horse, the flipper of a seal, the wing 
of a bat, as having been formed on the same ideal 
plan.” Even if “their descent from a common pro- 
genitor, together with their adaptation to diversified 
conditions,’ were proved by irrefragable evidence, 
the conception of a general ideal plan would remain 
perfectly legitimate. I can understand the view of 
the evolutionist, who looks upon an organ as so much 
protoplasm, which, according to circumstances, may 
assume any conceivable form, and who treats all en- 
vironing circumstances as facts requiring no explana- 
tion; but I am not prepared to say that Kant’s view 
is altogether unphilosophical when he says, ‘ Every 
change in a substance depends on its connection with 
and reciprocal action on other substances, and that 
reciprocal action cannot be explained, except 
through a Divine mind, as the common cause of 
both.”2 At all events, the conception that all these 
modifications in the ascending scale of animal life are 
the result of natural selection, transcends the horizon 
of our understanding quite as much as the conception 
that the whole creation was foreseen at once, and that 
what seems to us the result of adaptation through 
myriads of years, was seen as a whole from beginning 


1 Darwin, Descent, vol. i. p. 32. 
2 Zeller, Zur Geschichte der Deutschen Philosophie, p. 418. 


THE BARRIER BETWEEN MAN AND BEAST. 159 


to end by the wisdom and power of a Divine Mind. 
I do not adopt that language, at least not in its usual 
sense. ‘To my mind both these views are transcend- 
ent, both belong to the domain of faith; but if it 
were possible to measure the wonders of this universe 
by degrees, I confess that the self-evolution of a cell 
which contains within itself the power of becoming a 
man, or the admission of a protoplasm which in a 
given number of years would develop into a homun- 
culus or a Shakespeare, nay, the mere formation of 
a nucleus which would change the moneres into an 
amoeba, would far exceed in marvellousness all the 
speculations of Plato and the wonders of Genesis. 
The two extremes of scientific research and mytho- 
logical speculation seem sometimes on the point of 
meeting ; and when I listen to the language of the 
most advanced biologists, I almost imagine I am lis- 
tening to one of the ancient hymns of the Veda, and 
that we shall soon have to say again, “In the begin- 
ning there was the golden egg.” 

It is easy to understand that the Darwinian school, 
having brought itself to look upon the divers forms of 
living animals as the result of gradual development, 
should have considered it an act of intellectual cow- 
ardice to stop short before man. ‘The gap between 
man and the higher apes may, from an anatomical 
point of view, be very small, whereas the gap between 
the ape and the moneres is enormous. If, then, the 
latter could be cleared, how could we hesitate about 
the former? Few of those who have read Darwin or 
Haeckel could fail to feel the force of this appeal ; 
and so far from showing a want of courage, those who 
resist it require really all the force of intellectual con- 
victions to keep them from leaping with the rest. 
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I cannot follow Darwin, because I hold that this 
Language as Question is not to be decided in an ana- 
the specific tomical theatre only. By no effort of the 
petween an- understanding, by no stretch of imagina- 
ae tion, can J explain to myself how language 
could have grown out of anything which animals pos- 
sess, even if we granted them millions of years for 
that purpose. If anything has a right to the name 
of specific difference, it is language, as we 
find it in man, and in man only. Even if we re- 
moved the name of specific difference from our phil- 
osophic dictionaries, I should still hold that nothing 
deserves the name of man except what is able to 
speak. If Mr. Mill! maintains that a rational ele- 
phant could not be called a man, all depends on 
what he means by rational. But it may certainly 
be said with equal, and even greater truth, that a 
speaking elephant, in the true sense of the word, 
could never be called an elephant. I can bring my- 
self to imagine with evolutionist philosophers that 
that most wonderful of organs, the eye, has been de- 
veloped out of a pigmentary spot, and the ear out of 
a particularly sore place in the skin; that, in fact, an 
animal without any organs of sense may in time grow 
into an animal with organs of sense. I say I can 
imagine it, and I should not feel justified in classing 
such a theory as utterly inconceivable. But taking 
all that is called animal on one side, and man on the 
other, I must call it inconceivable that any known 
animal could ever develop language. 

Professor Schleicher, though an enthusiastic ad- 
mirer of Darwin, observed once jokingly, but not 
without a deep irony, “If a pig were ever to say to 


1 Logic, i. 38. 
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me, ‘I am a pig,’ it would ipso facto cease to be a 
pig.” This shows how strongly he felt that g.neicher 
language was out of the reach of any ani- language. 
mal, and constituted the exclusive or specific prop- 
erty of man. I do not wonder that Darwin and 
other philosophers belonging to his school should not 
feel the difficulty of language as it was felt by Pro- 
fessor Schleicher, who, though a Darwinian, was also 
one of our best students of the Science of Language. 
But those who know best what language is, and still 
more, what it presupposes, cannot, however Darwin- 
ian they may be on other points, ignore the veto 
which, as yet, that science enters against the last 
step in Darwin’s philosophy. 

Let us examine Darwin’s line of argument a little 
more closely.! He says that in a series of = 
forms graduating insensibly from some legonbis 

: P degrees. 
ape-like creature to man as he now exists, 
it would be impossible to fix on any definite point 
where the term “man” ought to be used. 

My objections to these words of Darwin are two- 
fold: first, as to form ; secondly, as to substance. 

With regard to the form which Darwin has given 
to his argument, it need hardly be pointed out that 
he takes for granted in the premiss what is to be 
established in the conclusion. If there existed a 
series graduating insensibly from some ape-like 
creature to man, then, no doubt, the very fact that 
the graduation is insensible would preclude the 
possibility of fixing on any definite point where the 
animal ends and man begins. This, however, may 
be a mere slip of the pen, and might have been 
passed by unnoticed, if it were not that the same 


1 Descent, vol. i. p. 235. 
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kind of argument occurs not unfrequently in the 
works of Darwin’s followers. Whenever the dis- 
tance between the two points in the chain of creation 
seems too great, and there is no chance of finding 
the missing links, we are told again and again that 
we have only to imagine a large number of interme- 
diate beings, insensibly sloping up or sloping down, 
in order to remove all difficulty. 

Whenever I meet with this line of reasoning, I 
cannot help thinking of an argument used by Hindu 
theologians in their endeavors to defend the possibil- 
ity and the truth of a Divine revelation. Their op- 
ponents say that between a Divine Being, who they 
admit is in possession of the truth,and human beings 
who are to receive the truth there is a gulf which 
nothing can bridge over; and they go on to say 
that, admitting that Divine truth, as revealed, was 
perfect in the Revealer, yet the same Divine truth, 
as seen by human beings, must be liable to all the 
accidents of human frailty and fallibility. The or- 
thodox Brahmans grow very angry at this, and ap- 
pealing to their sacred books, they maintain that 
there was between the Divine and the human a 
chain of intermediate beings, Rishis or seers, as they 
call them ; that the first generation of these seers 
was, say, nine-tenths divine and one-tenth human ; 
the second, eight-tenths divine and two-tenths human; 
the third, seven-tenths divine and three-tenths human; 
that each of these generations handed down revealed 
truth, till at last it reached the ninth generation, 
which was one-tenth divine and nine-tenths human, 
and by them was preached to ordinary mortals, 
being ten-tenths or altogether human. In this way 
they feel convinced that the gulf between the Divine 
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and the human is safely bridged over; and they 
might use the very words of Mr. Darwin, that in this 
series of forms graduating insensibly from the 
Divine to the human, it is impossible to fix on any 
definite point where the term “man” ought to be 
used. 

This old fallacy of first imagining a continuous 
scale, and then pointing out its indivisibility, affects 
more or less all systems of philosophy which wish to 
get rid of specific distinctions. That fallacy lurks in 
the word “ Development,” which is now so exten- 
sively used, but which requires very careful testing, 
before it should be allowed to become a current coin 
in philosophical transactions. The admission of this 
insensible gradation would eliminate, not only the 
difference between ape and man, but likewise be- 
tween black and white, hot and cold, a high and a 
low note in music; in fact, it would do away with 
the possibility of all exact and definite knowledge, 
by removing those wonderful lines and laws of nature 
which change the Chaos into a Kosmos, the Infinite 
into the Finite, and which enable us to count, to tell, 
and to know. 

There have always been philosophers who have an 
eye for the Infinite or the Indefinite only, 
who see All in One, and One in All. One 
of the greatest sages of antiquity, nay, of the whole 
world, Herakleitos (460 B.c.), summed up the expe- 
rience of his life in the famous words, rdvra xwpe kal 
ovdey péver, * All is moving, and nothing is fixed,” or 
as we should say, “ All is growing, all is developing, 
all is evolving.” But this view of the universe was 
met, it may be by anticipation, by the followers of 
Pythagoras. When Pythagoras was asked what was 


Herakleitos. 
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the wisest of all things, he replied, “ Number,” and 
next to it, “« He who gave names to all things.” How 
should we translate this enigmatical saying? I be- 
lieve, in modern philosophical language, it would run 
like this: “ True knowledge is impossible without 
definite concepts (that is, number), and without defi- 
nite signs for these concepts (that is, language).” 
The Herakleitean view is now again in the ascend- 
ant. All is changing, all is developing, all is evolv- 
ing. Ask any evolutionist philosopher whether he 
can conceive any two things so heterogeneous that, 
given a few millions of years and plenty of environ- 
ment, the one could not develop into the other, and 
I believe he will say, No. I do not argue here against 
this line of thought; on the contrary, I believe that 
in one sphere of mental aspirations it has its legiti- 
mate place. What I protest against is this, that in 
the sphere of exact knowledge we should allow our- 
selves to be deceived by inexact language.! “ Insen- 
sible gradation” is self-contradictory. Translated 
into English, it means gradation without gradation, 
degrees without degrees, or something which is at 
the same time perceptible and imperceptible. Mil- 
lions of years will never render the distance between 


1 Chamisso, in his Voyage round the World, 1815-1818 ( Works, vol. i. 
p- 817), says, ‘‘I have indeed during my life written many a fairy-story, 
but I take care that in scientific researches fancy should never carry me 
beyond the boundaries of experience. I cannot find rest intellectually in 
such a Nature as the believers in metamorphosis have invented. Species 
and genera must be constant, or they are not species and genera. What 
would separate me, homo sapiens, from the animal, the perfect or 
imperfect, from the plant, the perfect or imperfect, if every individual 
could progressively or retrogressively pass from one state to another? I 
see in my algae nothing but a sphaerococcus, grown on a conferva, not as 
the mistletoe grows on a tree, but like a moss or lichen.’ (Some of the sea- 
plants which Chamisso had brought home from the Cape had been used as 
evidence in favor of the transition of species and genera.) 
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two points, however near to each other, impercepti- 
ble. If the evolutionist philosopher asks for a few 
millions of years, the specialist philosopher asks for 
eyes that will magnify a few million times, and the 
Bank which supplies the one will readily supply the 
other. Exact science has nothing to do with insen- 
sible gradation. It counts thousands of vibrations 
that make our imperfect ears hear definite tones ; it 
counts millions of vibrations that make our weak eyes 
see definite colors. It counts, it tells, it names, and 
then it knows; though it knows at the same time 
that, beyond the thousands and beyond the millions 
of vibrations, there is that which man can neither 
count, nor tell, nor name, nor know, the Unknown, 
the Unknowable, the Infinite, the Divine. 

But if we return to Darwin’s argument, and sim- 
ply leave out the word “ insensibly,” which begs the 
whole question, we shall then have to meet his state- 
ment, that in a series of forms graduating from some 
ape-like creature to man as he now is, it would be 
impossible to fix on any definite point where the 
term “man” ought to be used. ‘This statement I 
meet by a simple negative. Even admitting, for 
argument’s sake, the existence of a series of beings 
intermediate between ape and man —a series which, 
as Darwin himself repeatedly states, does not exist! 
—I maintain that the point where the animal ends 
and man begins could be determined with absolute 
precision, for it would be coincident with the begin- 
ning of the Radical Period of language, with the first 
formation of general concepts, embodied in the only 
form in which we find concepts embodied, viz. in the 
roots of our language. 

1 Descent, vol. i. p. 185. 
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Darwin was, of course, not unprepared for that 
Darwin's answer. He remembered the old pun of 
arguments : . = 
see Hobbes, Homo animal rationale, quia 
guage asa = gra tionale (man is a rational animal, be- 


specific dif- 
ference, cause he is an orational animal), and he 
makes every effort in order to eliminate language as 
something unattainable by the animal, as something 
peculiar to man, as a specific difference between man 
and beast. In every book on Logic, language is 
quoted as the specific difference between man and 
all other beings. Thus we read in Mr. Mill’s 
“Logic:”1 “The attribute of being capable of 
understanding a language is a proprium of the 
species man, since, without being connoted by the 
word, it follows from an attribute which the word 
does connote, viz. from the attribute of rationality.” 

It is curious to observe how even Darwin seems, 
in some places, fully prepared to admit this. Thus 
he actually says in one passage,? * Articulate lan- 
guage is peculiar to man.” In former days we could 
not have wished for a fuller admission, for peculiar 
then meant the same as specific, something that con- 
stitutes a species, or something which belongs to a 
person in exclusion of all others. But in a philoso- 
phy which looks upon all living beings as developed 
from four or five primordial cells, there can, in strict 
logic, exist four or five really and truly peculiar char- 
acters only, and it is therefore clear that peculiar, 
when used by Mr. Darwin, does not mean what it 
_ would have meant if employed by others. 

As if to soften the admission which he had made 
as to articulate language being peculiar to man, Dar- 


1 Vol. i. p. 180. 
_ 2 Descent, vol. i. p. 54. 
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win continues: “* But man uses, in common with the 
lower animals, inarticulate cries to express his mean- 
ing, aided by gestures and the movements of the mus- 
cles of the face.” No one would deny this. There 
are many things besides, which man shares in com- 
mon with animals. In fact, the discovery that man 
is an animal was not made yesterday, and no one 
seemed to be disturbed by that discovery. Man, 
however, was formerly called a “rational ani- 
mal,” and the question is, whether he possesses any- 
thing peculiar to himself, or whether he represents 
only the highest form of perfection to which an ani- 
mal, under favorable circumstances, may attain. Dar- 
win dwells more fully on the same point, viz. on that 
kind of language which man shares in common with 
animals, when he says, *“ This holds good, especially 
with the more simple and vivid feelings, which are 
but little connected with our higher intelligence. 
Our cries of pain, fear, surprise, anger, together with 
their appropriate actions, and the murmur of a mother - 
to her beloved child, are more expressive than any 
words.” 

No doubt they are. A tear is more expressive than 
a sigh, a sigh is more expressive than a speech, and 
silence itself is sometimes more eloquent than words. 
Saepe tacens vocem verbaque vultus ha- 
bet. But all this is not language in the true sense 
of the word. 

Darwin himself feels evidently that he has not said 
all; he struggles manfully with the difficulties before 
him ; nay, he really represents the case against him- 
self as strongly as possible. “It is not the mere 
power of articulation,” he continues, “that distin- 
guishes man from other animals, for, as every one 
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knows, parrots can talk; but itis his large power 
of connecting definite sounds with definite 
ideas.2 

Here, then, we might again imagine that Darwin 
admitted all we want, viz. that some kind of language 
is peculiar to man, and distinguishes man from other 
animals; that, supposing man to be, up to a certain 
point, no more than an animal, he perceived that 
what made man to differ from all other animals was 
something nowhere to be found except in man, no- 
where indicated even in the whole series of living 
beings, beginning with the Bathybius Haeck- 
elii, and ending with the tail-less ape. But, no; 
there follows, immediately after, the finishing sen- 
tence, extorted rather, it seems to me, than naturally 
flowing from his pen, “ This obviously depends on the 
development of the mental faculties.” 

What can be the meaming of this sentence? If it 
refers to the mental faculties of man, then no doubt 
it may be said to be obvious. But if it is meant to 
refer to the mental faculties of the gorilla, then, 
whether it be true or not, it is, at all events, so far 
from being obvious, that the very opposite might be 
called so—I mean the fact that no development of 
mental faculties has ever enabled one single animal 
to connect one single definite idea with one single 
definite word. 

I do not deny that there is some force in Darwin’s 
remark, that both man and monkey are born without 
language: but the real problem which this remark 
places before us is why a man always learns to speak, 
a monkey never; why a Fuegian savage, though 
when caught only able to cluck like a hen (teste 
Darwin), learns, when brought to England, to talk 
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a little English (teste Darwin), but a Gorilla never. 
Are facts to be of no value any longer? If we say 
that under favorable circumstances, an unknown kind 
of primeval monkey may have learnt to speak, and 
thus, through his descendants, have become what he 
is now, Viz. a man, we deal in fairy stories, but not in 
scientific research. Darwin says that “ language is 
certainly not a true instinct, as every language has to 
be learnt.” Yes, every language has to be learnt, 
but who made the language that has to be learnt? It 
matters little whether we call language an instinct, a 
gift, a talent, a faculty, or the proprium of Man; 
certain it is that neither language, nor the power of 
language, nor the conditions under which alone lan- 
guage can exist, are to be discovered anywhere in the 
whole animal kingdom, except in man. 

I confess that after reading again and again what 
Darwin has written on the subject of language, I 
cannot understand how he could bring himself to sum 
up the subject as follows: “ We have seen that the 
faculty of articulate speech in itself does not offer any 
insuperable objection to the belief that man has been 
developed from some lower animal.” 

Now the fact is that not a single instance has ever 
been adduced of any animal trying or learning to 
speak, still less of forming a language; nor has it 
been explained by any scholar or philosopher how 
that barrier of language which divides man from all 
animals might be effectually crossed. I do not mean 
to say that sere are no arguments which might be 
urged, either in favor of animals possessing the gift 
of language, but preferring not to use it,? or as tend- 

1 Narrative of Surveying Voyages of the Adventure and Beagle, vol. ii. 


pp. 2, 121, 189; Dr. Bateman, Darwinism tested by Language, p. 20. 
2 See Wundt, Menschen- und Thiersecle, vol. ii. p. 265. 
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ing to show that living beings, to use the words of 
Demokritos, speak naturally and in the same manner 
in which they cough, sneeze, bellow, bark, or sigh. 
But Darwin has never told us what he thinks on this 
point. He refers to certain writers on the origin of 
language, who consider that the first materials of 
language are either interjections or imitations; but 
their writings in nowise support the theory that ani- 
mals also could, either out of their own barkings and 
bellowings, or out of the imitative sounds of mocking- 
birds, have elaborated anything like what we mean 
by language, even among the lowest savages. 

It may be in the recollection of some of my readers 
that, in my “ Lectures on the Science of Language,” 
when speaking of Demokritos and some of his later 
followers, I called his theory on the origin of lan- 
guage the Bow-wow theory, because I felt certain 
that, if this theory were only called by its right name, 
it would require no further refutation. It might have 
seemed for a time, to judge from the protests that 
were raised against that name, as if there had been 
in the nineteenth century scholars holding this De- 
mokritean theory in all its crudity. But it required 
but very little mutual explanation before these schol- 
ars perceived that there was between them and me 
but little difference, and that all which the followers 
of Bopp insisted on as a sine qua non of scholar- 
ship was the admission of roots, definite in their form, 
from which to derive, according to strict phonetic 
laws, every word that admits of etymological analysis, 
whether in English and Sanskrit, or in Arabic and 
Hebrew, or in Mongolian and Finnish. For philo- 
logical purposes it matters little, as I said in 1866, 
what opinion we hold on the origin of roots so long 
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as we agree that, with the exception of a number of 
purely mimetic expressions, all words, such as we find 
them, whether in English or in Sanskrit, encumbered 
with prefixes and suffixes, and mouldering away under 
the action of phonetic decay, must in the last instance 
be traced back, by means of definite phonetic laws, to 
those definite primary forms which we are accustomed 
to call roots. These roots stand like barriers between 
the chaos and the kosmos of human speech. Who- 
ever admits the historical character of roots, whatever 
opinion he may hold on their origin, is not a Demok- 
ritean, does not hold that theory which I called the 
Bow-wow theory, and cannot be quoted in support of 
Darwin’s opinion that the cries of animals represent 
the earliest stage in the language of man. 

If we speak simply of the materials, not of the 
elements, of language —and the distinction 


Materials 
between these two words is but too often 2d hie 
overlooked —then, no doubt, we may say ‘reyes 


that the phonetic materials of the cries of animals 
and the languages of man are the same. All that 
can be said on the possible transition from the cries 
of animals and our own cries of pain and joy to ar- 
ticulate speech, has been well said two thousand 
years ago, when Lucretius wrote (v. 1056), in his 
own persuasive way : — 


Postremo, quid in hac mirabile tantopere est re, 

Si genus humanum, cui vox et lingua vigeret, 

Pro vario sensu varia res voce notaret, 

Cum pecudes mutae, cum denique saecla ferarum 
Dissimiles soleant voces variasque ciere, 

Cum metus aut dolor est, et cum jam gatidia gliscunt.. . 
Ergo, si varii sensus animalia cogunt, 

Muta tamen cum sint, varias emittere voces, 

Quanto mortalis magis aequum est tum potuisse 
Dissimiles alia atque alia res voce notare. 
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Yet I think that those ancient philosophers who, 
like Plato, declared the origin of language as simply 
incomprehensible to them, must have pondered more 
deeply on the nature of language and thought than 
even Lucretius, though they might have shrunk from 
the admission to which Plato is driven in the Kraty- 
los, that words could not have been originally im- 
posed on things except by a superhuman power. 

But even after having traced back some at least 
of the material elements of language to interjections 
and imitations, people ought not to imagine for one 
moment that they have thus accounted for the real 
elements of language. We may account for the ma- 
terials of many things, without thereby accounting 
for the function which they perform. If we were to 
take a number of flints, more or less carefully chipped 
and shaped and sharpened, and were to say that 
these flints are just the same as other flints found by 
thousands in fields and quarries, this would be about 
as true as to assert that the materials of language 
are the same as the cries of animals or, it may be, 
the sounds of bells. And if I were to say that apes 
had been seen to use flints,! that they could not have 
helped discovering that sharp-edged flints were the 
most effective, and would therefore have either made 
a selection of them or tried to imitate them, that 
is to say, to give to raw flints a sharp edge — that 
therefore the presence of highly-finished flints does 
in no way prove the presence of man — what would 
antiquaries say to such heresies? And yet to say 
that no traces of human workmanship can be dis- 
covered in these flints,? that they in nowise prove 
oa The Pavians in Eastern Africa. See Caspari, Urgeschichte, vol. i. p. 

2 See Whitley’s Researches on Flints near Spiennes, in Belgium. 


THE BARRIER BETWEEN MAN AND BEAST. 1i38 


the early existence of man, or that there is no insu- 
perable objection to the belief that these flints were 
made by apes, cannot sound half so incongruous to 
them as to be told that the first grammatical edge 
might have been imparted to our words by some 
lower animals, or that, the materials of language 
being given, everything else, from the neighing of a 
horse to the lyric poetry of Goethe, was a mere ques- 
tion of development. 

“‘ Language,” I said many years ago in my “ Lec- 
tures! on the Science of Language” (1861), 
“is our Rubicon, and no brute will dare to tho Bae 
cross it.” It might seem indeed as if in the “” 
concessions which I have made, I had myself done 
all that could well be done to help the brute across 
the river, by showing on different occasions how easy 
is the transition from sensuous vibrations to concepts, 
from shouts to roots. An attempt to minimize a dif- 
ference is often supposed to arise from a wish to re- 
move it. A clever pleader might say, “ Why, does 
not the very theory you propose on the origin of 
roots prove that Darwin is right? Have you not 
shown yourself that animals possess the materials 
of language in interjections; that they imitate the 
eries of other animals; that they communicate with 
each other, and give warnings by shrill cries; that 
they know their own names, and understand the 
commands of their masters? Have you not blessed 
us altogether by showing how in some cases at least 
interjections and imitations can be filed down, lose 
their sharp corners, become general, become, in fact, 
roots? Surely, after this, Darwin will be justified 
more than ever in saying that the language of man 

1 Vol. i. p. 403. 
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is the result of mere development, and that there 
must have been one or several generations of mere 
animals who had not yet generalized their intuitions 
and not yet filed down the sharp corners of their in- 
terjections ? ” 

Few philosophers have studied animals so closely, 

and expressed their love and admiration 

Schopen- 
haueronan- for them so strongly, as Schopenhauer. 
imals. . 

‘* Those,” he says in one place, “ who deny 
understanding to the higher animals, can have very 
little themselves.” “It is true,” he says elsewhere, 
“that animals cannot speak and laugh. But the 
dog, the only real friend of man, has something anal- 
ogous — his own peculiar, expressive, good-natured, 
and thoroughly honest wagging of the tail. How far 
better is this natural greeting than the bows and 
scrapings and grinnings of men! How much does it 
surpass in sincerity, for the present at least, all other 
assurances of friendship and devotion! How could 
we endure the endless deceits, tricks, and frauds of 
men, if there were not dogs into whose honest faces 
we may look without distrust!”” The same philoso- 
pher assigns to animals both memory and imagina- 
tion (Phantasie). He quotes the case of a puppy, 
unwilling to jump from a table, as a proof that the 
category of causality belongs to animals also. But 
with all this he is far too expert a philosopher to 
allow himself to be carried away by fanciful interpre- 
tations of doubtful appearances into ignoring the bar- 
rier which separates all animals from the animal 
homo. When explaining the formation of general 
concepts as the peculiar work of reason, he states 
without any hesitation or qualification, “that it is 
this function of forming general concepts which ex- 
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plains all the facts that distinguish the life of men 
from the life of animals.’’! 
We have now to see in what this function of form- 
‘ing general concepts really consists, and if the con- 
clusions which we arrive at in our first chapter be 
right, there is but one way which can lead us to a so- 
lution of this problem, namely to study the growth 
of thought in the history of language. 
1 Repeccnhena Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, 3d ed. i. 7. 46 ; ii. 72. 


CHAPTER V. 
THE CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS OF LANGUAGE. 


I TRIED to prove in the first chapter that the 
whole of what we call the human mind is realized in 
language, and in language only. Our next task 
would have been to try to discover the constituent 
elements of language, and watch in their development 
the true historical development of the human mind. 
But before we could safely approach this task, it 
seemed necessary to remove a preliminary objection 
which arose from the theory of evolution, as inter- 
preted by Darwin and some of his followers, namely, 
that as man was the descendant of an animal, the 
human mind could not differ in kind from the animal 
mind, and language therefore could only be a higher 
evolution of those sounds which animals utter, such 
as the roaring of lions, the barking of dogs, or the 
singing of birds. 

Having shown, as I hope, in chapters ii. and iv., that 
the theory of evolution, as held by Darwin himself, 
does by no means necessitate the historical descent of 
the animal man from some other kind of animal, we 
now find ourselves free to undertake the analysis of 
language without any limitations as to the elements 
we ought to look for, and we therefore proceed to our 
task without any let or hindrance. If we should 
find that the ultimate elements in our analysis of 
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language turn out to be the cries of animals, more or 
less successfully imitated by men, or something like 
the sounds which men utter themselves when suffering 
from pain or joy or any other powerful emotion, this 
would prove a strong support of the opinion of certain 
followers of Darwin, stronger than any, I should ven- 
ture to say, which has been produced by themselves. 
If on. the contrary our analysis should lead us to a 
different result, we know at all events that our rear is 
safe, and we need no longer fear that the supposed 
descent of man from some other animal can again be 
appealed to as proving, without any further argu- 
ments, the utter futility of our researches. 

When we analyze any language and separate all 
that is merely formal in words, we always mene. 
arrive in the end at certain residua, which 44 
resist further analysis. It matters little how we call 
these stubborn residua, whether roots, or elements, or 
phonetic types. What is important is the fact that, 
after we have removed the whole crust of historical 
growth, when we have broken up every compound, 
and separated every suffix, prefix, or infix, there 
remain certain simple substances which will yield 
to no solvent. This applies not only to the Aryan, 
but to the Semitic and Turanian languages likewise, 
nay, to every language which does not consist of roots 
only, such as the ancient Chinese. ‘These simple 
substances being granted, we can understand the 
whole structure of language, we can make again the 
language which we have unmade. It was this simple 
process of etymological analysis and synthesis which 
I tried to represent in as clear a light as possible in 
my “ Lectures on the Science of Language,” first 
published in 1861. 
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Those who have read these lectures will remember 
_ how strongly I opposed any attempt on the 
matecle- part of the students of language to go 
Science of beyond roots, such as we actually find them 
tanguage- ot the end of a most careful analysis. It 
was thought at the time that my protests against all 
attempts either to go beyond roots or to ignore them 
as the types from which all words must be derived 
were too vehement. But I believe it is now gener- 
ally admitted, even by some of my former oppo- 
nents, that the slightest concession to what, not ironi- 
cally, but simply descriptively, I called the Bow- 
wow and Pooh-pooh theories in the etymological 
analysis of words, would have been utter ruin to the 
character of the Science of Language. It is pleasant 
to find, as one grows older, how certain dangerous 
tendencies, which one had to oppose with all one’s 
might, simply vanish and are seen no more. 

These roots of language have often been compared 
Rootsana tO Cells, the last elements of all organic 
Celle. beings. Whatever differences of opinion 
there may be between different schools of physiolo- 
gists, this one result seems permanently established, 
that the primary elements of all living organisms are 
the simple cells, so that the problem of creation has 
assumed a new form, and has become the problem of 
the origin and nature of these cells. 

So far there is a certain similarity between the dis- 
coveries of physiologists and philologists. The most 
important result which has been obtained by a truly 
scientific study of language is this, that, after ac- 
counting for all that is purely formal as the result of 
juxtaposition, agglutination, and inflection, there re- 
main in the end certain simple elements of human 
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speech — phonetic cells —commonly called roots. 
In place, therefore, of the old question of the origin 
of language, we have now to deal with the new ques- 
tion of the origin of roots. 

Here, however, the analogy between the two sci- 
ences, in their solution of the highest prob- poygenetic 
lems, comes to an end. There are, indeed, 2nd Mono- 
two schools of physiologists, the polyge- *beols- 
netic and the monogenetic, the former admit- 
ting from the beginning a variety of primitive cells, 
the latter postulating but one cell, as the source 
of all being. But it is clear that the monogenetic 
school is becoming more and more powerful. Dar- 
win, as we saw, was satisfied with admitting four or 
five beginnings for plants, and the same number for 
animals. But his most ardent disciple, Professor 
Haeckel, treats his master’s hesitation on this point 
with ill-disguised contempt. One little cell is all 
that he wants to explain the Universe, and he boldly 
claims for his primordial Moneres, the ancestor of 
plants and animals and men, a self-generating power, 
the so-called generatio spontanea or aequi- 
voca. 

It seems to me that the students of language have 
given to the problem of the origin of lan- eel 
guage a far more exact and scientific form. tical in 
As long as they deal with what may be aifferent in 
called the Biology of language, as long as” 
they simply wish to explain the actual phenomena 
of spoken dialects all over the world, scholars are 
satisfied with treating the variety of living cells, or 
the significant roots of language, as ultimate facts. 
These roots are what remains in the crucible after the 
most careful analysis of human language, and there is 
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nothing to lead us on to search for one primordial 
root, or for asmall number of uniform roots, except 
the mediaeval idea that Nature loves simplicity. 
There was a time when scholars imagined they could 
derive a language from nine roots, or even from one ; 
but these attempts were purely ephemeral.’ At 
present we know that, though the number of roots 
may have been unlimited, the number of those which 
remain as the actual feeders of each family of lan- 
guage is very small, and, according to Pott, amounts 
probably on an average to no more than about one 
thousand. 

Some of these roots are, no doubt, secondary and 
tertiary formations, and may be reduced to a smaller 
number of primary forms. But here, too, philological 
research seems to me to show far more deference to 
the commandments of true philosophy than the prey- 
alent physiological speculations. While the leading 
physiologists are striving to reduce all variety to 
uniformity, the student of language, in his treatment 
of roots, often distinguishes where, to all outward 
appearance, there is no perceptible difference whatso- 
ever. If in the same language or in the same cluster 
of languages there are roots of exactly the same 
sound, but different in their later development, a 
separate existence and an independent origin are 
allowed to each. There is for instance, in the Aryan 
family the well-known root DA. From it we have 
Sk. didami, I give; Greek, dieu; Lat.do; Old 
Slavonic, da-mY, Lithuanian, dfii-mi;2 and an end- 
less variety of derivatives, such as ddnum,a gift ; 
French, donner, to give, pardonner, to forgive ; 


1 Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 44. 
2 Pott, Etymologische Forschungen, 2d ed. 1867, p. 105. 
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Latin, trado, to give over ; Greek, zpodiSwm., to sur- 
render; then Italian, tradire; French, trahir, 
trahison; English, treason; Latin, reddo, to 
give back ; the French, rendre, with all its deriva- 
tives, extending as far as rente and rentier. 
Another derivative of D A, to give, is dés, détis, a 
giver, in which sense it occurs at the end of sacer- 
dé6s; and dés, détis, what is given to the bride, the 
English dower (the French douaire), which comes 
from the French douer, dotare, to endow; a 
dowager being a widow possessed of a dowry. 

It would require many pages to exhaust the list of 
words derived from this one root DA, to give. But 
what I wish to point out is this, that by the side of 
this root DA there is another root DA, exactly the 
same in all outward appearance, consisting of D+A, 
and yet totally distinct from the former. While from 
the former we have in Sanskrit d4-tr4m, a gift, we 
have from the latter d&-tram, asickle. The mean- 
ing of the second root is to cut, to carve; from it 
Greek datw, and dalopa, daitpés, a man who carves. 
The accent remains in Sanskrit on the radical sylla- 
ble in d&-tram, i. e. the cutting (active) ; whilst it 
leaves the radical syllable in d&-tr4m,! i. e. what is 
given (passive ). 

There are still other roots, in outward appearance 
identical with these two, yet totally distinct in their 
potential character; meaning neither to give, nor to 
cut, but to bind (Sk. dyati, dLOnp, I bind ; duddnpa, 
diadem, what is bound through the hair; dua, a 

1 The root DA, to cut, has three stems: (1) d 4%, from which dati, he 
divides; d4n 4, division of meats, meal; d atar, mower; da tram, sickle; 
avadanam, division; (2) di, from which part. dina and dita, cut; 
(3) d, from which d yAmi, I cut, and 4vatta, cut off, i.e. ava+tta, 
ava+d-ta. 
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band or bundle, xp7deuvov, from «pas, and d€uvov, head- 
dress!) ; another, meaning to know, and to teach, 
preserved in 4-6a-7s, ignorant, in the aor. pass. édd-yy, 
in &ddoxw, ete. ; and a third, DA, to purify, from which 
dayamdana, and ava-data, pure. 

We have the root GM, meaning to swallow, 
therot Which yields us the Sanskrit gir4ti, he 
ems swallows, perf. gagara, the Greek BiBpocke, 
the Latin vorat. Several words which have been 
mistaken for onomatopoeic, such as Sk. gargara, a 
whirlpool, Lat. gurges, gurgula, gula, yépyepos, 
throat (Sk. galgulas), yapyapifo, to gargle, are de- 
rived from the same source. 

We have, secondly, a root GAR, meaning to make 
a noise, to call, to sing, which yields us in Sanskrit 
gir-ate, and gri-n&-ti, BopBopifew in Greek, and 
both garrire and gingrire in Latin. It is con- 
ceivable that these two roots may have been origi- 
nally the same, and that GAX from meaning to swal- 
low may have come to mean the indistinct and disa- 
greeable noise which even now is called swallowing 
the letters, in Sanskrit grasa, in German Ver- 
schlucken. But a third root G/R, meaning to 
wake (aor. agigar), the Greek éyepo, perf. éypyyopa, 
can hardly be traced back to the same source, but has 
a right to be treated as a legitimate and independent 
companion of the other root GAR. 

Many instances might be given, more than suffi- 
cient to establish the principle, that even in the same 
language two or more roots may be discovered, iden- 
tical in all outward appearance, yet totally different 
from each other in meaning and origin. 


1In Sanskrit daman, band, fetter; sam-dita, bound; 4-diti, 
boundless; possibly identical with DA, to cut, to shape, to trim. 
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Then, why, it may be asked, do students of lan- 
guage distinguish, where students of nature do not? 
Why are physiologists so anxious to establish the 
existence of cells, uniform from their beginning, yet 
—I quote from Professor Haeckel—capable of pro- 
ducing by the processes of monogony, gemmation, 
polysporogony, and amphigony, the endless variety 
of living creatures?! Students of language, too, 
might say, like the physiologists, that, in such cases 
as the root DA, “the difference of mixture in the 
endless varieties of consonants and vowels is so fine 
as to be, for the present at least, beyond the powers 
of human perception.” If they do not follow that 
siren voice, it is because they hold to a fundamental 
principle of reasoning, which many evolutionist phi- 
losophers neglect, viz. that if two things, be they roots 
or cells or anything else, which appear to be alike, 
become different by evolution, their difference need 
not always be due to outward circumstances (com- 
monly called environment), but may be due to latent 
dispositions which, in their undeveloped form, are 
beyond the powers of human perception. If two 
roots of exactly the same sound produce two totally 
distinct families of words, we conclude that, though 
outwardly alike, they are different roots. And if we 
applied this reasoning to living germs, we should 
say that, if two germs, though apparently alike, grow, 
under all circumstances, the one always into an ape, 
and never beyond, the other always into a man, and 
never below, then the two germs, though undistin- 
guishable at first, and though following for a time 
the same line of embryonic development, are different 


1 Haeckel, Natiirliche Schépfungsgeschichte, achte Vorlesung; Strauss, 
Alter und Neuer Glaube, p. 169. 
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from the beginning, whatever their beginning may 
have been. 

There is another point of difference between the 
treatment of cells by physiologists, and the 
and Ble treatment of roots by philologists, which re- 
quires careful attention. The physiologist 
is not satisfied with the admission of his uniform 
cells, but by subjecting these organic bodies to a new 
chemical analysis, he arrives in the end at the ordi- 
nary chemical substances (the zpora ororxeta of na- 
ture), and looks upon these, not simply as ruins, or 
as the residue of a violent dissolution, but as the ele- 
ments out of which everything that exists, whether 
lifeless or living, was really built up. He maintains, 
in fact, the possibility of inorganic substances com- 
bining, under favorable circumstances, so as to form 
organic substances, and he sees in the lowest Moneres 
the living proof of an independent beginning of life. 

In the Science of Language we abstain from such 
experiments, and we do so on principle. We do not 
expect to discover the origin of living roots by dis- 
solving them into their inorganic or purely phonetic 
elements ; for, although every root may be reduced 
to at least one consonant and one vowel, these conso- 
nants and vowels are simply the materials, but not 
the elements of language; they have, in fact, no 
real independent existence, they are nothing but the 


1 A further distinction is made between Autogony and Plasmog- 
ony. The former is the generation of the most simple organic individuals 
from an inorganic formative fluid, a fluid which contains the requisite ele- 
ments for the composition of an organism, dissolved in simple and firm com- 
binations, e. g. carbonic acid, ammoniac, binary salts, etc. The latter is 
the generation of an organism from an organic formative fluid, a fluid 
which contains the requisite elements dissolved in complicated and loose 
combination of compounds of carbon, e. g. white of eggs, fat, etc. 
(Haeckel, 1. ¢., p. 302.) 
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invention of grammarians, and their combination 
would only give rise to meaningless sounds, never to 
significant roots. While the physiologist still enter- 
tains a lingering hope that, with the progress of 
chemical science, it may be possible to produce a liv- 
ing cell out of given materials, we know that roots 
are simple, that they cannot and should not be de- 
composed, and that consonants and vowels are lifeless 
and meaningless materials, out of which no real root 
ever arose, and out of which, certainly, nothing like 
a root can ever be reconstructed. The root DA, for 
instance, means, as we saw, to give; dissolve it into 
D and A, and you have meaningless slag and scum. 
Recompose D and A, and you have indeed the same 
sound, but its life and meaning are gone, and no lan- 
guage could, by its own free choice, accept such an 
artificial compound into its grammar or dictionary. 

Such are some of the coincidences and some of the 
differences between Biology and Philology in their 
attempts to solve the problems of the origin of life 
and the origin of language; and the question does 
now arise, Are we, in the Science of Language, driven 
to admit that roots, because they yield to no further 
analysis, are therefore to be accepted as unintelligible 
in their origin, as miraculously implanted in man, 
but not in other animals, or may we hope to be able 
to go beyond this limit, and discover something which, 
while it makes the origin of roots perfectly intelligi- 
ble in man, explains to us, at the same time, why they 
could never have arisen in any other animal ? 

Let us see first of all what roots are not. Roots 
are not either interjections or imitations what roots 
of natural sounds. Interjections such as °°" 
pooh, and imitations such as bow-wow, are the 
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very opposite of roots. And why? Because roots 
are definite in sound, but general in mean- 
ing: while interjections and imitations 
are general, that is vague and varying in 
sound, but definite or singular in mean- 
ing. 

Nothing seems so easy, yet nothing is in reality so 
Dimiculty o¢ Gifficult as to represent either the sounds 


renders by which our own feelings manifest them- 


sounds by —_ selves, or natural sounds such as the notes 
ro of birds, the howling of the wind, the falling 
of a stone, by articulate imitations.1 From the very 
beginning the attempt to do this would have given 
rise to an infinite variety of sounds, many of which 
it would be almost impossible to recognize or under- 
stand. Even in our time and amongst civilized na- 
tions with languages fixed by a tradition of thousands 
of years, the phonetic expressions of the most ordi- 
nary feelings vary considerably. The Frenchman, 
as an observant traveller (the late Baron M. von 
Weber) has remarked, expresses surprise by Ah}, 
the Englishman by Oh!, the German by Ih! The 
Frenchman says, Ah, c’est magnifique; the Eng- 
lishman, Oh, that is capital; the German, Ih, 
das ist Ja prichtig. Nor do these interjections 
express exactly the same feeling; they all express 
surprise, no doubt, but the surprise peculiar to each 
of these three national characters. The surprise of 
the Frenchman is simple and open; in saying Ah, he 
is all agape, il est ébahi. The surprise of the 
Englishman is restrained and deep; in saying Oh! 


1 This was remarked already by the grammarian Diomedes (lib. ii. p. 
80 a, ed. Colon. 1536-8), who says: ‘‘ Vox confusa est irrationalis vel in- 
scriptibilis, simplicis vocis sono animalium effecta, quae scribi non potest, 
ut est equi hinnitus, tauri mugitus.”’ 
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he swallows half of his admiration. The surprise of 
the German is high and sharp; in saying Ih, he al- 
most chirps with delight. 

In Chinese surprise is expressed by hu and fu, 
applause by tsai, misery by i, contempt by as, pain 
by uhu. 

Frequently it is as difficult to define the exact 
sound as the exact meaning of these interjections, so 
that in Ciconio’s Italian Grammar no less than twenty 
significations are ascribed to the interjections ah! ah! 
With a little imagination quite as many and even 
more meanings might be detected in the English Ah! 

Some ancient philosophers, beginning with Plato 
in his Kratylos, and some very recent schol- 

s : Have conso- 
ars too, have brought themselves to imagine nants or 


s * . vowels an 
that there is some hidden connection be- inherentsig- 


tween certain letters, consonants and vow- bomen 

els, and certain meanings. Who can doubt, they say, 
that in German, for instance, such words as Wan- 
ken, walzen, weben, wehen, Walle, Woge, 
winden, etc., all beginning with w, express the idea 
of a slow movement, while words beginning with st, 
such as Stab, Stamm, starr, stehen, Stein, 
Stock, convey the idea of rest or resistance? This 
subject, though full of pitfalls, is most interesting, 
and, if cleverly handled, not without a certain plau- 
sibility ; nay, if we enter more deeply into it, not 
without a certain truth. Only we must not allow 
ourselves to imagine that consonants and vowels by 
themselves can ever convey any meaning, for the sim- 
ple reason that neither vowels nor consonants had 
ever any independent existence in language.’ To 


1 The error that letters existed first, afterwards syllables, afterwards 
words, and afterwards sentences, is a very old error. Aristotle often com- 
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take, for instance, the roots GA, to sing, DA, to give, 
and VA, to blow, and to ask why the three conso- 
nants g, d, v should produce such difference of mean- 
ing, is absurd and can never lead to any results. 
These consonants, though they look very real when 
we learn our A, B, C, are mere abstractions. They 
have no existence by themselves, and cannot there- 
fore possess any meaning by themselves, or produce 
by themselves any effect whatsoever. If there is 
some truth in the observations made by many schol- 
ars, from Plato down to Humboldt, that certain 
meanings are connected with certain consonants and 
vowels, and I have no doubt there is, we shall see 
that this must be explained in a very different way. 
For scientific purposes all observations of the sup- 
posed inherent meaning of letters have hitherto 
proved not only useless, but very mischievous. If 
only extended over a sufficiently wide field of lan- 
guage, they generally neutralize themselves. Who 
does not imagine, for instance, that there is, as Hum- 
boldt says, some hidden connection between the letter 
N and the concept of negation; yet, as a matter of 
fact, there are languages, for instance Syrianian, in 
which No means Yes. 

This uncertainty becomes still more startling when 
Uncertainty We examine the way in which the sounds 
the wat uttered by animals are imitated by differ- 
of animals: ent languages. I will give a few specimens 
from Chinese. Who would guess that the sound 
kiao kiao was meant for the cry of the cock, kao 
kao for that of the wild goose? that siao siao is 


pares the orotxeia, i. e. letters, with the elements of things, and calls the 
atoxeiov, the letter, the mpdrepov ris cvdAdaGns (Top. vi. 4), as he calls the 
point the mpérepor of the line, the line the zpdrepov of the plane, the plane 
the mpdrepov of a body. 
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supposed to represent the sound of rain and wind, lin 
lin of a rolling carriage, tsiang tsiang of chains, 
kan kan of drums? 

This subject is in reality endless, and having col- 
lected a vast quantity of material from numerous 
languages, I may say with a good conscience that 
any attempt to derive from such vague and con- 
stantly varying sounds the words of any language is 
utterly hopeless.} 

In German the sound uttered by the thrush is 
imitated by sir-sir. It is called zirren, zirre- 
zen, schnarren, schnerren; in Latin, cucil- 
lare, trutilare, truculare, faccilare, socci- 
tare; in Greek, xxAiZev, xyAdlew, etc. There is no 
trace of any of these sounds in the words Drossel, 
or thrush, A. 8. thrysce, and throstle, A. S. 
throstle. There may be onomatopoeia in such names 
as Ziarrer, Schnarre, Schnerre, Schnarr- 
drossel, but not in Drossel, nor in turdus. 

The call of the duck is represented by quak 
quak, in other places, through the influence of what 
Comparative Philologists would call labialism, by pak 
pak. Verbs applied to this sound are quacken, 
platzen, schnattern in German, tetrinire, tri- 
tinnire, tetrinnire, tetrissare, teretissare, 
tetrissitare, tetrisitare, tetrilitare in Latin. 
A duck is called dill, or dilly, dilly, but in its 
recognized names, such as Latin anas, anatis, 
viooa, O. H. G. anut, or querquedula, xepxovpis, 
a peculiar kind of duck, is there any trace of these 
onomatopoetic sounds ? 

The shout of the owl in Latin is tu tu, from which 


1G. Hunfalvy, Reise in die Ostsee-provinzen, p. 196, Lied des Vane- 
muine. 
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a verb tutubare (Plaut. Menaechm. iv. 2. 90); 
in Greek xixxoBad (Arist. Av. 262), from which a 
noun «xxéBy, and a verb xixxaBilew; in German by 
uhu uhu, huhuhu, schuhu hu hu, pu pu, but 
neither yAaté nor ow! can be derived from any such 
sounds. We have in German such popular names as 
Pavogel, for owl, and Uhu, Schuhu, and Schu- 
fut for horn-owl, and Latin bubo (O. H. G. buf) 
may likewise seem to come direct from the actual 
sound uttered by the owl. Still we ought to con- 
sider the Greek Bias (for which Bekker, Arist. H. A. 
8. 8. 2, reads Bpvas), which indicates the existence of 
an intermediate verbal root. Thus we find Bias éBuge 
(Dio Cass. 56, 29; 72, 24), and there is Avfev used 
in the sense of hooting. Grimm treats Eule, O. H. 
G. iuwila, O. N. ugla, A. 8. eovle, as a feminine, 
derived from the masculine iwo, uhu, horn-owl; 
yet, strange to say, he appeals to the forms htivo, 
hiio, hiuwila in order to derive all these words 
from the verb hiuwildn, heulen, to howl. In 
Latin too, there is ulula, sereech-owl, and ululare, 
and it is difficult not to connect with these words the 
Sanskrit ulila, Lat. tlticus, owl, and Sk. ulti, 
and ulilu, howling. The verbs used for expressing 
the sounds of owls are xtxxaBieuw, xixxaBdlew, kaxxaBiLev, 
KakkaBdlew, KkaxkiBdlew, and xax.Bdlew in Greek; bu- 
bulare, bubilare, cucubare (moctua), cucu- 
bire, gemere, garrire, stridere (strix), and 
ululare (ulula) in Latin; wixen, siusen, 
hauren, tuten in German. 

The Germans suppose that the frog says quak 
or kik, the Greeks Bpexexté xddé cod, but neither 
frosch nor Pdrpaxos betrays any relationship with 
these sounds. The German goose says gagaga, 
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giga, gick gack, dadada, drussla drussla; 
the wild goose in Chinese says kao kao, in Mon- 
golian kOr kér. The Greeks have a verb zAarayiLew, 
the Romans use clangere, clingere, gingire, 
griare, crincire, trinsire, trinnire, gracitare, 
craccitare, the Germans gaken, schnattern, 
schnadern, dadern, bladern, quiteln, all meant 
to imitate the cry of geese, but the names for goose 
stand again perfectly apart. 

Lastly, the call of the cock is kikerriki in 
German, kiao kiao in Chinese, dchor dchor in 
Mongolian, cock-a-doodle-doo in English, xéxkv, 
to judge from xoxkvBdas and xoxkifev, in Greek; and 
who shall say which is the most faithful rendering ? 
But none of them has supplied real names for cock, 
nor any of the verbs applied to his song, such as 
ddeav, kkalew in Greek, canere, cucurrire in Latin, 
hrukjan in Gothic, chréan in O. H. G., kiir- 
licken in Low German, schreien, quiteln, 
grisgramen in High German. 

Sometimes the same animal is supposed to utter 
different notes as it is occupied in different pursuits. 
If not otherwise engaged, the hen in German is sup- 
posed to say gack gack; but if she is laying eggs, 
she says glu glu glu; when calling her chicks, tuck 
tuck tuck. And yet when she is called herself, she 
is addressed by putt putt putt, and her chicks by 
bi bi bi. 

The dog also says not only wau wau or bau 
bau, but also hu hu, and kliff klaff. When 
very angry and growling he says R, which the 
Romans therefore called the dog letter, the litera 
canina. 

Before leaving this subject, which is really endless, 
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I shall add only one more German phonograph, the 
full picture of the song of the nightingale. It is 
Zuckiit zickiit, zickut! Zidiwik, zidiwik, 
zidiwik! Zifizigo, zifizigo, zifizigo! titi- 
don zi zi! Tantaradei! A great phonetic artist, 
however, not satisfied with these popular representa- 
tions of the note of the nightingale, devoted many 
days and nights to a careful study of the subject, the 
result of which was that the nightingale really 
sings :!— 

Deilidurei faledirannurei lidundei fale- 
daritturei. 

That some kind of communication is possible by 

means of such imitations of sound coupled 
Communi- : . : : : : 
cation, not With interjections or emotional expressions, 
Language. . = . 
is evident. In order to convey the informa- 

tion that a certain dog is harmless we might say, 
Bow wow, pooh! But communication is not lan- 
guage, as little as cries are roots. No tribe, however 
low, has yet been met with employing no more than 
such utterances, though on the other hand no nation, 
however advanced in culture, dispenses entirely with 


1 There is a large literature on the voices of animals, of which I shall 
only mention a few specimens : — 

Wackernagel, Voces Variae Animantium, Basel, 1867. 

De Vocibus Animantium, in Heinrich Meyer, Anthologia veterum Latin. 
Epigrammatum, i. 2, 66 seq. 

Aldhelm, De Septenario et Re Grammatica, in Classicorwm auctorum 
cur. Ang. Mai, tom. v. p. 569; ibid. tom. vy. p. lii. 

Papias, Vocadbulista, Venedig, 1496, s. v. Vox. 

Junius, MS, Oxon.; ef. Nyerup, Symbolae, Sp. 332 seq. 

Juventini Elegia de Philomela, Wernsdorf, Poet. Lat. min., ii. 2, 388. 

Varro, De Linguia Latina, vii. 103-104. 

Ammonius, De differentia affinium vocabulorum, s. v. dwretvy; Walcke- 
naer, Animadversiones ad Ammonium, iii. 18. 

Aelianus, De Natura Animalium, v. 51. 

Reifferscheid, in his edition of Suetonius, 1860, p. 247, De Naturis 
Animantium, with extracts from various sources. 
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such aids of communication. Interjections have se- 
cured to themselves the last chapter in every gram- 
mar, and it has been supposed that the clicks of the 
Hottentots may have to be explained as remnants of 
interjections which have found an entrance into the 
very body of human speech. Imitations of the 
sounds uttered by animals or other natural objects 
have kept their place and will probably always keep 
it in the language of children, and their language, as 
we know, is not without its influence on the language 
of nurses and parents. By whatever names a sheep, 
a dog, a cock, a cow, or a cat may be called in any 
language, there is no doubt that a child will call 
them something like Bah, Bow-wow, Cock-a-doodle- 
doo, Moo, and Miau; and it is but natural that more 
especially those who think that they can study in the 
child the mental state of the primitive savage, should 
imagine that this parler enfantin explains the 
origin of all language. 

We are even told by scholars, who ought to know 
better, that the wisest of the Greeks took 
the same view, and looked upon their im- iagetover 
itative words as the roots of all human “7” 
speech. No doubt the Greeks called this process 
évoparorota, the making of words, but they did this 
in order to distinguish the process of manufacturing 
artificial words from the original creation of words 
which they tried to explain in a very different way, 
namely, either ¢voe or Oéce, by nature or by law.! 


1 That the Greeks used the word dvouaroroia in the sense of an arti. 
ficial making of words, in opposition to the natural processes to which they 
ascribed the origin of language in general, is perfectly clear. Thus Dio- 
nysius Thrax (Ars gram. c. 14, p. 31, tom. vii. Biblioth. Gr. Fabric. vol. 
vi. p. 815, ed. Harles) in Bekkeri Anecd. Graec. vol. ii. p. 637, 18-20, 


SAYS: memounucvoy S€ cote TO Tapa Tas TOY HxwV iLoTHTAS pLMYATLKOS eipnuevov, 
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Kant, who has not said much about language, has 
at all events kept clear from the rock of onomato- 
poeia, on which so many philosophers before and after 
him have been wrecked. ‘It is not the hearing,” 
he says, “ which gives us the forms of objects, and 
the sounds of language do not lead directly to the 
reproduction of them. But for that very reason, 
because these sounds signify nothing by themselves, 
certainly not objects, though perhaps internal sensa- 
tions, they form the most useful instruments for in- 
dicating concepts.” } 

That in a few cases, and, in certain languages, in 
many cases too, the names of birds and animals have 
been derived from sounds which they utter, no one 
can doubt. What I have always maintained is, that 
this inorganic layer of words hardly concerns the 
philologist and requires no explanation at his hands, 
while the real problem of the Science of Language 
lies in such words as ovis for sheep, canis for 
dog, gallus for cock, vacca for cow, felis for cat. 
I go even a step further, and I have tried on several 
occasions to show, that as from a proper name, such 
as Sokrates, we can form a kind of appellative, a 
oiov dota Bos, potgos, dpyaydds. Strabo takes the same view, and says that 
the Greeks were particularly clever in imitating sounds by similar sounds, 
so that there is in Greek an abundance of such dvouarorota, as for instance, 
cedapvgew, to bubble, cAayyy, a twang, Wodos, a noise, B07, a shout, cpdros, 
a rattling, most of which are used already in their proper meaning. How- 
ever wrong he may be in taking these words as direct imitations of actual 
sounds, he shows quite clearly that he means by dvouaromotia the process 
of forming artificial words by imitation of sounds. These words are 
classed by themselves as memounuéva (Pseudo-Demetrius Phalareus, epi 
épunvecas, § 220), that is, factitious words, made in imitation either of a 
mafos OF a mpayua. Priscianus (De octo part. lib. ii. p. 53, ed. Bas. 1554-8. 


p- 77,,ed. Krehl) distinctly translates reromucvov by factitium, quod 


a proprietate sonorum per imitationem factum est, ut 
tintinnabulum, turtur. 


1 Kant, Pragmatische Anthropologie, p. 49. 
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Sokrates, in the sense of a wise man, so some of 
these interjections and imitative sounds too may well 
have been raised from time to time into the sphere 
of conceptual thought and language. But all this 
ought not to blind us, or lead us to imagine that this 
conceptional process can account for the origin and 
growth of real language. We may call such inter- 
jections and imitations language, if we like, as we 
may speak of the language of the eyes, or even of 
the eloquence of mute nature, but we must not mis- 
take metaphor for matter of fact. 

If people insist on calling every kind of communi- 
cation language, nothing remains but to dis- 
tinguish once for all between Emotional andRational 
and Rational language, a distinction so eS 
curiously confirmed by physiological experiments 
lately instituted by Dr. Jackson, Gairdner, and oth- 
ers, that it may be useful to give a short account of 
them at this stage of our argument. 

The power of showing by outward signs what we 
feel, or it may be, what we will, is the source of 
emotional language, and the recognition of such emo- 
tional signs, or the understanding of their purport, 
is the result of memory, a resuscitation, in fact, of 
painful or pleasant impressions connected with such 
signs. We may admit that this emotional language 
is shared in common by man and beast. If a dog 
barks, that may be a sign, according to circum- 
stances, of his being angry or pleased or surprised. 
Those who know dogs, know how different their 
barks are when they wish to express anger or joy, 
anxiety or surprise. Every dog speaks that lan- 
guage, every dog understands it ; and other animals 


1 For examples see Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 411. 
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too, such as cats or sheep, and even children, learn it. 
A cat that has once been frightened or bitten by a 
barking dog, will easily understand the sound, and 
run away, like any other so-called rational animal. 
The spitting of a cat, again, is a sign of anger, and 
a dog that has once had his eyes scratched by a 
hissing cat would not be slow to understand that fe- 
line dialect, whenever he hears it in too close prox- 
imity. The purring of a cat has a very different 
meaning, and it may be, as we have been told, like 
the murmuring of a mother to her beloved child. 
The subject of the emotional language both of an- 
imals and man is endless, and I gladly leave it to the 
abler pen of one who was both a poet and a phi- 
losopher.! 

What then is the difference between emotional 
and rational language? The very name ought to 
show the difference. Language, such as we speak, is 
derived from roots, and roots are expressive of con- 
cepts, and concepts are the work of reason, reason 
being neither more nor less than the faculty, or if we 
dislike that word, the act of forming and handling 
concepts. If therefore we call animals irrational, we 
do not mean to deny them every possible gift, whether 
observation, or shrewdness, calculation, presence of 
mind, weighing, judging, deciding, nay, even refined 
taste or genius, but only the power of forming and 
handling concepts which is manifested in language, 
and in language only. 

I know that this distinction has been considered 
fanciful and artificial, yet no one has as yet shaken 
the fact that no animal speaks, nor controverted the 
consequences which that fact involves. 


1 See Darwin, Descent, vol. i. pp. 53 seq. 
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It is fortunate, however, that physiological obser- 
vations have been made which confirm in the strong- 
est and most unexpected manner the conclusions at 
which the students of the Science of Language had 
arrived in their own way. Dr. Hughlings Jackson 
in some articles published in. the “Medical Times 
and Gazette ” for December 14 and 21, 1867, speak- 
ing of the disease of a particular part of the brain, 
says :— 


‘¢ This disease may produce partial or complete defect of in- 
tellectual language, and not cause corresponding defect of 
emotional or interjectional language. The typical 
patient in this disease misuses words or cannot use words at all 
to express his thoughts; nor can he express his thoughts by 
writing, or by any signs sufficiently elaborate to serve instead of 
vocal or written words; nor can he read books for himself. 
But he can smile, laugh, cry, sing, and employ rudimentary 
signs of gesticulation. So far as these means of communica- 
tion serve, therefore, he is able to exhibit his feelings to those 
around him. He can copy writing placed before him, and, even 
without the aid of a copy, sign his own name. He understands 
what is said to him, is capable of being interested in books 
which are read to him, and remembers incidents and _ tales. 
Sometimes he is able to utter a word or words, which he cannot 
vary, and which he must utter if he speaks at all, no matter on 
what occasion. When excited he can swear, and even use elab- 
orate formulas of swearing} (as for example, ‘ God bless my 
life’), which has come by habit to be of only interjectional 
value.2 But he cannot repeat such words and phrases at his 
own wish or at the desire of others. And as he is able to copy 
writing, so he can, when circumstances dictate, as it were to 
him, give utterance to phrases of more special applicability. 
Thus, a child being in danger of falling, one speechless patient, 
a woman, was surprised into exclaiming, ‘Take care!’ But 
in this, as in every other case, the patient remains perfectly in- 


1 Cf. Dr. Gairdner, The Function of Articulate Speech, 1866, p. 17. 
2 In another paper Dr. Hughlings Jackson describes an oath extremely 
well as ‘‘a phrase which emotion has filched from the intellect.”’ 


198 THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 


competent to repeat at pleasure the phrase he has just used so 
appropriately, and has so distinctly uttered. . . . It would seem 
that the part of the brain affected in such cases is that which is 
susceptible of education to language, and which has been after 
the birth of the patient so educated.1. The effect of the disease 
in relation to speech is to leave the patient as if he had never 
been educated at all to language, and had been born without the 
power of being so educated. The disease in question is an af- 
fection of but one side of the brain.’’ 

And again : — 

‘« Disease of a particular region of the left cerebral hemisphere 
is followed by a complete or partial loss of power in the naming 
process, and by consequent inability to speak, even when all the 
machinery of voice and articulation recognized in anatomy re- 
mains unchanged.”’ 

This subject has likewise been treated in Dr. 
Bateman’s book on Aphasia, and though one may 
feel doubtful as to the minute conclusions which Dr. 
Broca has drawn from his own experiments on dif- 
ferent portions of the brain, so much seems to me 
firmly established, that if a certain portion of the 
brain on the left side of the anterior lobe happens to 
be affected by disease, the patient becomes unable to 
use rational language: while, unless some other men- 
tal disease is added to aphasia, he retains the faculty 
of emotional language, and of communicating with 
others by means of signs and gestures. 

In referring to these experiments and observations, 
I hope I shall not be suspected of admitting that the 
brain, or any part of the brain secretes rational lan- 
guage, as the liver secretes bile. My only object was 
to show that the distinction between emotional and 
rational language is not artificial or of a purely log- 
ical character, but confirmed by palpable evidence 


1 See also Dr. Bateman’s Lecture on ‘‘ Darwinism tested by recent re- 
searches in language,’” Journal of the Victoria Institute, March 12, 18792. 
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in the pathological affections of the brain. No man 
of any philosophical culture will look on the brain, or 
that portion of the brain which interferes with ra- 
tional language, as the seat of the faculty of speech, 
as little as we place the faculty of seeing in the eye, 
or the faculty of hearing in the ear. That without 
which anything is impossible is not necessarily that 
by which it is possible. We cannot see without the 
eye, or hear without the ear ; perhaps, we might say, 
we cannot speak without the third convolution of the 
left anterior lobe of the brain; but neither can the 
eye see, or the ear hear, or the third convolution of 
the left anterior lobe of the brain speak without the. 
codperation of many other things, and without the 
will of what we call our self. To look for the faculty 
of speech in the brain would, in fact, be hardly less 
Homeric than to look for the soul in the midriff. 
The greatest mischief, however, which the onoma- 
topoeic theory of language has caused, lies jrscniet to 
not within the sphere of logic, but in that Scboltship. 
of scholarship, and it is from scholars, therefore, that 
hitherto the loudest protests against it have pro- 
ceeded. Comparative Philology has always prided it- 
self on the strict observance of phonetic laws. Every 
vowel and every consonant, after it had once been 
fixed in any given root, was shown to extend its sway 
over the latest offshoots. Long treatises were writ- 
ten to show that 60s! could not be derived from the 
same root which gave rise to deus, because the root 
DIV was without aspiration in its initial consonant. 
In spite of popular incredulity, day was separated 
from dies, care from cura, have from habeo, 
call from xadety, doom from damnare. It was 
1M.M., Selected Essays, vol. i. pp. 215, 459. 
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not likely therefore that a school which attempted to 
derive words in Greek, and Latin, and English 
straight from such indefinite sounds as pu, bu, or 
fu, expressive’ of contempt, should find much mercy 
with the pupils of Bopp. 

I do not in the least deny that some scholars who 
believe that interjections and imitations are the real 
roots of language have given proof of wide reading 
and considerable ingenuity. But neither the one nor 
the other is of any avail unless supported by an im- 
plicit faith in phonetic laws. We must distinguish at 
least four roots in Sanskrit, Rake to stink, PTY, to 
hate, BHI, to fear, SH7H fv, to spue, in order to 
account for the origin of such words as— 

(1) Pus, puteo, zor, iw, Gothic ftils, ete. 

(2) Gothic fijan, to hate, fijands, fiend; faian, 

to blame, ete. 

(8) Sk. bh?fA, fear, bhfma, fearful, S¢Goua:, do- 

Bos, etc. 

(4) Gothic speiva, Lat. spuo, pitu-ita, te, 

motif, yittw.2 

These derivations are by no means free from pho- 
netic difficulties, but any one who will consult Cur- 
tius will see that those difficulties have at all events 
not been ignored, but faced and explained, as far as 
possible. To the believer in the interjectional origin 
of language, however, no such difficulties exist, every- 
thing seems easy and plausible, and those who ven- 
ture to doubt are declared to be pedantic believers 
in phonetic laws which they themselves have set up. 
We are told that f is the natural sound expressive of 
contempt, because we make it in drawing in pleasant 


1 Curtius, Grundziige, p. 298. 
2 For further derivations see Curtius, pp. 286, 298. 
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scents and blowing away unpleasant ones. In Eng- 
lish this sound of contempt is expressed by piff, 
phew, phit, and all over the world by fu, pu, 
whew. Thus we are rid at once of all difficulties 
created by Grimm’s Law. We can explain the 
Dutch pusen, pusten, phausen, quite as well as 
the Greek ¢uedo, roupioow, Latin ptfisula and pus- 
tula, also spuo and spuma. Nor is there any 
doubt that the Finnish puhhata, puhkia, the 
Sandwichian puhi, Maori puhipuhi and pu- 
puhi, Quichua puhuni, Zulu pupuza, Malay 
puput, Sk. phiatkara, puffing, hissing, pup- 
phusa (7o-dicow), lungs, the Maori ptika, to snort, 
and pika-ptka, lungs, all come from the same in- 
exhaustible source. If we have once admitted all 
this, we cannot resist the conclusion that Sk. PUY, 
to decay, to stink, meant originally to say fie, and 
thus led on to Lat. puteo, putresco, pus, to foe- 
tidus, Gothic fuls, foul, etc. Nay, we are asked 
why the auxiliary verb BHU, to be, should not be- 
long to the same kith and kin, as it might have 
meant originally to puff, then to breathe, then to 
live, then to be. Again, as the French say “faire 
fi d’une chose,” why should not pudet me have 
meant originally “it poohs me,” and pudeo “I 
pooh,” and if so, why should not repudio, “I pooh 
towards a thing,” and refuto, “I pooh away,” be 
referred to the same source ? 

These are no inventions of my own or even exag- 
gerations, nay, what is the worst of it, there is in all 
of this a considerable element of truth, if only it were 
disentangled from the surrounding slags. I do not 
mean to say that repudiare did ever mean “to say 
fie.” If tripudiare, “to beat the ground with the 
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feet, to dance,” is connected with pedum and pes} 
repudiare can hardly be separated from it, and 
must have meant originally to kick away or some 
similar recalcitrating action. Nor do I mean to im- 
ply that refutare ever meant to say fie! If re- 
fiito is derived from an old root FU, Sk. HU, which 
afterwards took the form fundo, but which in its 
simplest form FU produced futis, a jug for pouring 
out, futilis, fit for pouring out, and also fons, 
source, then futare can only have meant to pour, 
and refutare to pour back; and as fundare is 
used in the sense of throwing to the ground, refu- 
tare also was most likely used in the same sense.” 

But making these and other deductions, which 
every scholar would make at once, there remains this 
kernel of truth, that the root PUY was very likely 
the residuum of a number of sounds accompanying the 
acts of primitive men when rejecting something 
unpleasant and expressing their disgust. This is in 
fact the form which the theory which I called the 
Pooh-pooh theory has now assumed with most 
scholars. Some have openly abandoned it, others 
have protested that they never held it in its extreme 
form, and that they would be satisfied with the ad- 
mission that roots might have some kind of distant 
connection with interjections and imitations, while 
the growth of real language should be traced back to 
these roots. With these admissions students of Com- 
parative Philology will be perfectly satisfied, and no 
further misunderstanding is likely to arise, if only 
the observance of the phonetic laws becomes in fu- 
ture, not only a promise, but a fulfilment with our 
new converts. 


1 See, however, Cic. Div. ii. 84, 72, and Festus, p. 363. 
2 See, however, Corssen, Auwssprache, i. 158. 
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But while we may hope that all Bow-wow and 
Pooh-pooh etymologies will henceforth be banished 
from etymological and grammatical treatises, we 
ought to admit on our side that interjections and imi- 
tations of natural sounds deserve the serious atten- 
tion of the philosopher who has to do with the ques- 
tion which now occupies us, namely the origin of 
roots. 

In the Science of Language, roots, as we saw, are 
ultimate facts. Their number may be and, 
I have no doubt, will be more and more re- 
duced, but no primary root can be further Thecaie 
analyzed by purely philologic methods. iat eon dh 

It has often been a matter of surprise to f Thousht. 
me that, whereas in my Lectures on the Science of 
Language I had done all I could to avoid committing 
myself to any theory on the origin of language, or 
rather of roots, I should have been credited for years 
with one or the other solution of this important prob- 
lem. I call it an important problem, because I have 
never been able to share the feeling of some of the 
most eminent scholars who look upon the various 
attempts at solving it with ill-concealed contempt, 
and place it in the same category as the problems of 
the perpetuum mobile or the squaring of the 
circle. The less a young scholar knows about lan- 
guages, it used to be said, the more eloquent will 
he be on the origin of language, and nothing could be 
more significant than the resolution passed by an 
illustrious philological society at Paris, never to ad- 
mit a paper or allow a discussion on the origin of Jan- 
guage. 

My own conviction, on the contrary, has always 
been that the student of the science of language 


Roots are 
ultimate 
facts in the 
Science of 
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should never, while carrying on his own special re- 
searches, lose sight of that problem; that his own 
special researches should be to him like sign-posts, 
leading him on and on in the right direction, till the 
facts accumulated by the patient explorers of the his- 
tory of language rise on either side like the mountain 
walls of a valley, narrowing his path more and more, 
and pointing the way, if not to the very source of 
the river, at least to the region from which alone its 
tributaries can spring. 

Grimm waited till he was an old man before he 
Grimmana gave a permanent form to his thoughts on 
opp on “8? the origin of language,’ and if his little 
Language book on that subject was by many of his 
greatest admirers declared to have been disappoint- 
ing, it is nevertheless of great interest as marking the 
highest point that can be reached by that purely his- 
torical method which has rendered Grimm’s school 
illustrious. 

Bopp never wrote on the origin of language at all, 
and he seems to me to have been perfectly justified 
in this. Every scholar has surely the right to draw 
himself the boundaries of the field which he wishes to 
cultivate, and nothing seems more unfair than to 
blame him for not drawing his furrow beyond what 
he considers his own field. We do not blame the 
geologist who is satisfied with studying the rocks as 
he finds them, without entering into the questions of 
chemistry or crystallography. We allow the formal 
logician to discuss the forms of thought, without insist- 
ing on his pronouncing an opinion on the structure 
of the nerves or the working of the organs of sense. 


aes Uber den Ursprung der Sprache,” aus den Abhandlungen der Konig- 
lichen Akademie der Wissenschaften vom Jahr 1851. 
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Many scholars go even so far in their definition of the 
Science of Language as to exclude from it all con- 
sideration of roots. Language with them is a totality 
of physically perceptible signs of thought, and these 
signs, their purpose and history, are to them the only 
subject for the student of linguistic science. I agree 
with this to a certain point, and I feel convinced 
that, if any real advance is to be made in the con- 
quest of truth, there must be division of labor. No 
one who watches the historical growth of any science 
can fail to see that the most valuable contributions 
to the stock of human knowledge have been made by 
those who were content to cultivate a small field, but 
who cultivated it thoroughly. Bopp was satisfied 
with tracing the whole body of languages back to 
roots, and distinctly declined to go beyond. These 
roots were to him ultimate facts. His patient analy- 
sis of words led him thus far, but no farther, and 
the question how a root DA came to mean to give, 
or a root STA to stand, was frankly left by him as 
a problem beyond his powers. 

In my “ Lectures on the Science of Language” I 
purposely followed Bopp’s example. Within 
the limits which I had fixed for myself in es 
those two courses of lectures, the roots, Fone ut 
whether Aryan, Semitic, or Turanian, that gaat ct 
is to say the elements of language which resist 
further grammatical analysis, were represented as 
ultimate facts. From an historical point of view, 
and with the tools supplied by the analytical method, 
we can go no farther, and we should not attempt to 
go farther. 

But to show that a certain road, and the only safe 
road, leads us to a mountain wall which from our 
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side can never be scaled, is very different from say- 
ing that there is and that there can be nothing behind 
that wall. To judge from the manner in which some 
philologists speak of roots, one would imagine that 
they were not only indiscernibilia, but Pal- 
ladia fallen straight from the sky, utterly incom- 
prehensible in their nature and origin. It was in 
order to guard against such a view that, at the end of 
the first volume of my ‘* Lectures on the Science of 
Language,” I felt induced to add a few lines, just as 
a painter, when he has finished a landscape, dots in 
a few lines in the background to show that there is 
a world beyond. The Science of Language, I felt, had 
done its work, when it had reduced the vague prob- 
lem of the origin of language to a more definite form, 
viz. “ What is the origin of roots?” How much has 
been gained by that change of front those will best 
be able to appreciate who have studied the innumer- 
able attempts at discovering the origin of language, 
from the time of the earliest Greek philosophers 
to the present day. Language was always looked 
upon as something so dazzling and wonderful, the 
wealth of words and the unlimited powers of grammar 
in every language of the world seemed so astounding, 
that nothing short of a superhuman origin would 
satisfy the mind of most thinkers. And now if we 
take one of the richest languages of the past, Sanskrit, 
we find the number of its real roots reduced to about 
850; while for English, one of the richest languages 
of the present, Professor Skeat is satisfied with 461 
Aryan roots to explain the whole native wealth of its 
dictionary, exclusive of about a score of demonstra- 
tive elements. | Whatever has been said or written in 


1 Etymological Dictionary, p. 746. 
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the Vedas, the Bible, or the plays of Shakespeare, all 
has been achieved by the composition and decompo- 
sition of that small number of significative syllables 
which would fill no more than a page. This surely is 
a simplification of a problem such as we seldom find 
in the history of philosophy. So much the Science of 
Language has achieved ; — more than this it cannot 
achieve within its proper limits. 

If then the Science of Language cannot carry us 
beyond the point where the student of lan- woe 
guage lays the primary elements of speech Yow: dating 
at the feet of the philosopher, and if the school of 
Science of Thought alone can take up the 
thread that is to lead us farther through the laby- 
rinth, it seemed to me but an act of justice to point 
out in what direction one philosopher at least had 
made what seemed to me a promising attempt to ac- 
count for the connection between sound and thought, 
which is in other words the problem, or at all events, 
an important part of the problem of the origin of 
roots. Professor Heyse in his lectures delivered at 
the University of Berlin, and published after his death 
by Professor Steinthal, had pointed out that “there 
is a law which runs through nearly the whole of na- 
ture, that everything which is struck, rings. Each 
substance has its peculiar ring. We can tell the 
more and less perfect structure of metals by their 
vibrations, by the answer which they give. Gold 
rings differently from tin, wood rings differently from 
stone; and different sounds are produced according 
to the nature of each percussion. It may be the same 
with man, the most highly organized of nature’s 
work.” 

When I quoted this theory, I felt convinced that 
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every one would recognize in it Professor Heyse’s 
well-known opinion, an opinion which dates really 
from the school of Oken,! and was one of those high 
generalizations in which that school delighted. When 
I saw that it was mistaken for my own matured opin- 
ion, I protested in every later edition of my Lectures 
against that interpretation, and I carefully guarded 
in everything I wrote against seeming to express a 
preference for any of the current theories on the ori- 
gin of roots, or of language. The result has been 
that the upholders of almost every theory on the 
origin of language have claimed me as one of their 
supporters, while Heyse’s theory, which I neither 
adopted nor rejected, but which, as will be seen, is by 
no means incompatible with that which for many 
years has been gaining on me, and which of late has 
been so clearly formulated by Professor Noire, has 
been assailed with ridicule and torn to pieces, often 
by persons who did not even suspect how much truth 
was hidden behind its paradoxical appearance. We 
are still very far from being able to identify roots 
with nervous vibrations, but if it should appear here- 
after that sensuous vibrations supply at least the raw 
material of roots, it is quite possible that the theory, 
proposed by Oken and Heyse, will retain its place in 
the history of the various attempts at solving the 
problem of the origin of language, when other theo- 
ries, which in our own days were received with pop- 
ular applause, will be completely forgotten. 

When at the end of my “ Lectures on the Science of 
Language” I left untouched the two great problems, 
how mere cries, whether interjectional or imitative, 


1 “Was tont, gibt seinen Geist kund;”’ see Tylor, Primitive Culture, 
ii. p. 166. 
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could develop into phonetic types, and how mere 
vibrations of the nerves could develop into 

rational concepts, I confess that I did so with gists ought 
a strong hope that philosophers by profes- mind in lan- 
sion would quickly work the mine that had ©” 
been opened before their eyes, or rather take posses- 
sion of the new world that had been discovered for 
them. I have often wondered since at the apathy, 
particularly of the students of psychology, with re- 
gard to the complete revolution that has been worked 
in these days in the realm of language. Surely even 
if language were only the outward form of thought, 
no philosophy that wishes to gain an insight into the 
nature of thought, and particularly into the origin of 
reason, could dispense with a careful study of lan- 
guage. What would Hobbes or Locke have given for 
Bopp’s Comparative Grammar ? 

Is it not extraordinary, for instance, that in the 
latest work on the Principles of Psychology, language 
should hardly ever be mentioned, language without 
which no thought can exist, or, at all events, without 
which no thought has ever been realized or expressed ? 
It does not matter what view we take of language; 
under all circumstances, its intimate relation to 
thought cannot be doubtful. Call language a mass of 
imitative cries, or a heap of conyentional signs; let 
it be the tool or the work of the mind; let it be the 
mere garment or the very embodiment of thought — 
whatever it is, surely it has something to do with the 
historical or palaeontological, and with the individual 
or embryological evolution of the human mind. It 
may be very interesting to the psychologist to know 
the marvellous machinery of the senses, beginning 
with the first formation of nervous channels, tracing 
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the process in which the reflex action of the molecules 
of the afferent nerves produces a reaction of the mol- 
ecules of the efferent nerves, following up the estab- 
lishment of nervous centres and nervous plexuses, and 
laying bare the network of those telegraphic wires 
through which messages are flashed from station to 
station. Yet, much of that network and its func- 
tions admits, and can admit, of an hypothetical inter- 
pretation only, while we have before our eyes another 
network, —I mean language in its endless variety, 
where every movement of the mind, from the first 
tremor to the last utterance of our philosophy, may 
be studied as in a faithful photograph. 

And while we know the nervous system only such 
as it is, or, if we adopt the theory of evolution, such 
as it has gradually grown from the lowest to the high- 
est state of organization, without ever being able to 
watch the actual historical or palaeontological process 
of its formation, we know language, not only as it is, 
but can watch it in its constant genesis, and in its 
historical progress from simplicity to complexity, and 
again from complexity to simplicity. 

For let it not be forgotten that language has two 
aspects. We, the historical races of mankind, use 
it, we speak and think it, but we do not make it. 
Even those who call the faculty of language congen- 
ital, must admit that to us every language is tradi- 
tional. The words in which we think are channels 
of thought which we have not dug ourselves, but 
which we found ready-made for us. The work of 
making language belongs to a period in the history of 
mankind beyond the reach of the ordinary historian, 
and of which we, in our advanced state of mental de- 
velopment, can hardly form a clear conception. Yet 
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that period must have had an historical reality as 
‘much as the period during which small annual depos- 
its formed the strata of the globe on which we live. 
As during enormous periods of time the Earth was 
absorbed in producing the carboniferous vegetation 
which still supplies us with the means of warmth, 
light, and life, there must have been a period likewise 
during which the human mind had no other work but 
that of linguistic vegetation, the produce of which 
still supplies the stores of our grammars and dictiona- 
ries. After the great bulk of language was finished, 
a new work began, that of arranging and defining, 
and of now and then coining a new word for a new 
thought, or a new shade of thought. And all this we 
can watch ourselves in the quarries opened by the 
Science of Language. No microscope. will enable us 
to watch the formation of a new nervous ganglion, 
while we can see with our own eyes the formation of 
new mental ganglia in the formation of every new 
word. Besides, whatever physiological psychologists 
may say, the whole network of the nerves is as much 
outside the mind as our skin is. A state of nervous 
action, it has been truly said,! may be parallel, but it 
never is identical with a state of consciousness, and 
even the assumed parallelism between nervous states 
and states of consciousness is, when we come to de- 
tails, beyond all comprehension.? Language, on the 
contrary, is not outside the mind, but is the outside 
of the mind. Language is very thought as much as 
thought is very language. 

Is it not strange that Mr. Herbert Spencer, who 
is so much impressed with the idea that mental 


1 H. Spencer, Principles of Psychology, ii. 592. 
2 H. Spencer, I. c., i. 140. 
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tendencies originally derived from experience impress 
spencer's themselves permanently on the cerebral 
ineten, structure and are transmitted by inherit- 
Language. ance, should have looked for the traces of 
these impressions in the convolutions of the brain, 
where no microscope will ever discover them, and not 
where they are visible to unaided sight and palpable 
to the commonest understanding, namely in lan- 
guage? How can it be otherwise than that the modes 
of thinking and speaking which are acquired by the 
race should become traditional, when every new gen- 
eration has to make itself at home in the grammat- 
ical building inherited from its ancestors, and has to 
learn to walk in the shoes left by its fathers? We 
do not want a revival of mysterious innate ideas, if 
we can only open our eyes to see the unbroken con- 
tinuity which holds untold generations together by 
the intellectual chains of language. 

Just at the end of his interesting work on the 
Principles of Psychology Mr. Herbert Spencer makes 
a remark which shows that he is by no means igno- 
rant of what a psychologist might learn from a care- 
ful study of language.! “ Whether it be or be not a 
true saying,” he writes, “that mythology is a dis- 
ease of language, it may be said with truth that 
metaphysics, in all its anti-realistic developments, is 
a disease of language.” No doubt it is, but does 
Mr. H. Spencer not perceive what enormous conse- 
quences flow from this view of language for a proper 
study of psychology, nay, of philosophy in general ? 
If a disease of language can produce such halluci- 
nations as mythology and metaphysics, what then is 
the health of language and what its bearing on all 

1 L.c., ii. p. 502. 
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the healthy functions of the mind? Nervous or cer- 
ebral disorders occupy at present a large portion in 
every work on psychology, yet they are in their 
nature obscure and must always remain so. Why a 
hardening or softening of the brain should interfere 
with the free movements of our mind will never be 
explained, though it may be said metaphorically that 
the nerves are somewhat damaged and do not prop- 
erly receive and convey the nervous currents. But 
what we call a disease of language is perfectly intelli- 
gible; nay, it has been proved to be natural and in- 
evitable. Mythology, as I have tried to show again 
and again, does not apply to religion and tradition 
only, but to every possible sphere of mental activity, 
and I ventured to call the whole history of philoso- 
phy, from Thales to Hegel, one uninterrupted battle 
against mythology, one constant protest of new 
thought and new language against old thought and 
old language. Not till we understand the true nature 
of language shall we understand the true nature of 
the human mind, and those who wish to read the 
real history of the development of the mind of man 
must learn to read it in language, the primeval and 
never-ending autobiography of our race. 

There is one fact in the Science of Language which 
may be taken as established beyond the i ape. 
reach of controversy, namely that the whole shine 
wealth of words in the different Aryan *°°% ' 
languages can be traced back to a small number of 
roots. To me it seems as certain and as true 48 that 
water consists of oxygen and hydrogen. I call the 
number of roots small, whether we fix it as high as 
one thousand, or, after deducting all secondary roots, 
as low as one hundred. ‘And what applies to’ the 


. 
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Aryan, applies likewise to the Semitic, and to all 
languages which have as yet been studied and care- 
fully analyzed, not excepting the Chinese. In Chi- 
nese there is little or no outward difference between 
a word and a root, but large clusters of meanings, 
conveyed by the same sound, can be traced back 
here also to uniform sounds and simple original 
concepts. 

It makes a great difference, however, whether we 
say that all words can be traced back to or can be 
derived from roots, because the latter expression 
would commit us more definitely to the admission 
that, chronologically speaking, roots came first and 
words afterwards, and that there must have been a 
time when people spoke in roots only. 

There has always been a certain flutter among 
Are roots  Philologists whenever this conclusion came 
oe to be drawn. It is certainly quite true 
that, if we argue logically, we shall have to admit 
that the ancient grammarians of India were right in 
maintaining that no root could ever be a word, and 
no word could ever be a root, and that even in cases 
where in Sanskrit a word was outwardly identical 
with its root, it was not so inwardly. In order to 
satisfy their logical conscience, they actually invented 
a class of suffixes which outwardly were nought, but 
which, if added to a root, raised that root from a root 
into a word. As roots are causes, and words are ef- 
fects, the ancient Indian grammarians were perfectly 
right in holding that a root, in its very conception, is 
different from an actual word. But, admitting all 
this, we ought not to ignore the fact that in many 
languages there is no outward difference between 
roots and words, and that even in a language, like 
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the ancient Sanskrit of the Veda, which has long 
left the agglutinative for the inflectional stage, we 
find words, or at all events bases of words (padas), 
distinguished by no outward signs, whether suffixes, 
prefixes, infixes, changes of vowel or accent, from 
what we call their roots! In answer to the question 
therefore whether the roots of Sanskrit represent 
what was at a very early time the whole language of 
the people, I answer both Yes and No. I answer 
No, because as soon as a sentence was uttered, a root, 
whether used for nominal or verbal purposes, ceased 
to be a root. I answer Yes, because the material 
used for such sentences was really supplied by what 
we now Call the roots of Sanskrit. 

We have next to consider another fact which the 
Science of Language has placed beyond the | 
reach of reasonable doubt, namely, that ager 
every root expresses a concept, or what is 
called a general notion, or, more correctly, the con- 
sciousness of repeated acts, such as scraping, digging, 
striking, joining, cutting, eating, drinking, going, 
moving, standing, passing, felling, shaking, seeing, 
hearing, ete. They express acts, transitive or in- 
transitive, and the consciousness of such acts, if ex-- 
pressed by any signs, whether phonetic or otherwise, 
must be considered as the first step towards the for- 
mation of concepts. Of this more hereafter. 

In my ‘Lectures on the Science of Language,” i. 
804, I proposed to divide all Aryan roots eae 
into Primitive, Secondary, and Ter- Complex 
tiary. Representing consonants by C, and 
vowels by V, I included in the first class of — 

1 Selected Essays, i. p. 89 seq.; Aufrecht, Unddi-Sétras, p. 278. 
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A. Primitive roots : 
(1) V, e. g. I, to go; 
(2) VC, e. g. AD, to eat; 
(3) CV, e. g. DA, to give. 
B. Secondary roots: 
(4) CVC, e. g. TUD, to strike. 


In secondary roots one consonant is often variable. 
By the side of TUD, to strike, we find, according to 
native grammarians, ° 

TUP, topati, tumpati, tupati, Gr. tém-rw, rdumavoy, etc. 

TUBH, tubhnati, tubhyati, tobhate, to strike; 

TUPH, tophati, tumphati, tuphati, to strike; 

TUG, tufgati, togati, to strike, to stir; 

TUH, tohati, to torture; 

TUS, tosate, to strike. 

TUR, tutorti, TOR, taryate, TURV, tarvati, may belong 

to a different cluster. 

C. Tertiary roots: 

(5) CCV, e. g. PLU, to flow; 

(6) VCC, e. g. ARD, to hurt; 

(7) CCVC, e. g. SPAS, to see; 

(8) CCVCC, e. g. SPAND, to tremble.? 

I thought at that time that the simple roots in 
classes A and B should be considered also as the 
more primitive, while those of class C would belong 
to a later period. I also thought that the simple 
roots expressed primary and general, the complex 
roots secondary and more special meanings. But the 
facts of language, such as we know them at present, 
do not support that theory. The two processes of 
generalizing what is special and specializing what is 
general go on uninterruptedly in the growth of lan- 
guage, and to postulate in the beginning simple roots 


1 In tertiary roots the third consonant is generally a nasal, semi-vowel, 
or sibilant. 
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with the most general meanings as previous to com- 
plex roots with more special meanings would be the 
same mistake in linguistic history as in natural bis- 
tory to claim for the genus a priority before the 
species, or for the species before the individual.! 
The process of simplification and elimination in roots 
is quite as possible as that of specialization, and 
such roots, for instance, as MRK, MRS, MAD, 
MADH, expressing different kinds of crushing, may 
well have existed previous to or contemporaneously 
with the simple root MA, to grind, and need not, as 
I formerly supposed, have expressed later modifica- 
tions of one common original type MR.” 

In addition, however, to these roots, which are pred- 
icative and conceptual, we saw that it is.) iy. 
necessary to admit a small class of what tive Ble 
I call demonstrative or pronominal roots, 
though it might be better to call them simply demon- 
strative elements. They merely point to an object in 
space and time, and express what we now express by 
here, there, then, this, that, near, far, above, 
below, etc. In their primitive form and intention 
they are addressed to the senses rather than to the 
intellect. They are sensuous, not conceptual. Some 
scholars have endeavored to trace them back to con- 
ceptual roots. They see in aham, ego, for instance, 
a derivative from AH, to breathe or to speak, just as 
they derive 4t-man, self, from a root meaning to 
breathe. They would see in the demonstrative ta 
and tad the same element as in the root TA and 
TAN, to stretch, in sa a derivative from the root AS, 
to breathe and to be. 


1 Sayce, Introduction, vol. i. p. 18. 
2 Selected Essays, vol. i. p. 90 seq. 
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It might, no doubt, simplify the problem of the 
origin of language if we could claim for the whole of 
it one and the same conceptual origin, but the evi- 
dence, if any, would necessarily be of the most eva- 
nescent character! If any of these demonstrative 
roots can be satisfactorily traced back to conceptual 
roots, [ see no reason to oppose such a process on 
principle; on the contrary, we know that there is no 
lack of analogies in ancient and modern languages.” 
But until that is done, I can see nothing against the 
theory which accepts these demonstrative elements 
as remnants of an earlier stage, if not of language, 
yet of communication, just as we look upon clicks as 
survivals of emotional sounds imbedded in the layers 
of conceptual speech.® 

These demonstrative elements appear not only as 
ae the material of prepositions, pronouns, and 
oe adverbs, but likewise in the shape of suf- 

fixes, prefixes, and infixes which raise a root 
into a base, and of grammatical terminations, which 
change a base into a word. 

Thus from a root KHAN, to dig, a base was 
formed KHAN-a, meaning originally no more than 
what might be rendered in modern speech by “ dig- 
ging-here,” Tdde tt kal rod Kai viv. In addition to this, 
many other bases were thrown out by repeated com- 
binations of predicative and demonstrative elements, 
such as KHAN-i, KHAN-aka, KHAN-ana, 
KHAN-itar, KHA-ta, KHA-tra, ete., all be- 


ing intended originally, it would seem, for no more 


1 Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. ii. p. 33. 
2 Sayce, Introduction, vol. ii. p. 25. 


8 Professor Noiré in his Logos (p. 186) pleads strongly and ably for the 
derivation of demonstrative from predicative roots. 
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than to predicate digging of something in space and 
time, and varying in their application according to 
the tastes of various speakers, families, or villages. 
We are speaking here of times so far beyond the 
reach of history, and of intellectual processes so 
widely removed from our own, that no one would 
venture to speak dogmatically on what was actually 
passing in the minds of the early framers of lan- 
guages when they first uttered these words. It is 
possible that some of these suffixes were intended 
from the first for something more special than a mere 
“ digging-here,” “digging-now.” Some of them may 
have been intended from the first for a “digging-he,” 
i. e. a laborer, or for a “ digging-it,” i. e. a spade, or 
for a “digging-now,” i. e. labor, or for a ‘“ digging- 
there,” i.e. a hole. But even if this had not been 
so, we could perfectly well understand how, after 
centuries of shaking and winnowing, some deriva- 
tives would have been used in one, others in another 
meaning. Even now, many of these derivative suf- 
fixes can be used in more than one meaning. Thus 
KHAN-a means not only a digger, but also a hole ; 
KHAN-i, a digger and a mine. 

All this is perfectly true, and the highest credit is 
due to Professor Ludwig for having been gpmutina- 
the first to point out that the suffixes as {7h itation. 
well as the personal and case terminations '""™* 
were not all from the beginning so many independent 
words, each with its own definite meaning, and glued 
to a root in order to modify its meaning. So far 
I quite agree with the founder of what has been 
called the new school of Comparative Philology. 
But, if I understand him rightly, I cannot quite agree 
with what seems to be his opinion, namely, that 
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there was in the pro-ethnical Aryan language no 
agglutination or combination at all. These demon- 
strative elements must have had their independent 
existence, quite as much as the predicative roots, 
and I do not see how we can deny that it was a real 
act of synthesis which changed KHAN--A into 
khana, and “ digging-here” into “digger.” To sup- 
pose that khana, khani, khanana, khanitra, 
khatra, etc., all tumbled out ready-made, without 
any synthetical purpose, and that. their differences 
were due to nothing but an uncontrolled play of the 
organs of speech, seems to me an unmeaning asser- 
tion for which, so far as I can see, Professor Ludwig 
himself is less responsible than some of his follow- 
ers! I fully admit that when we once begin to 
speak of pro-ethnic formations, real arguments, proof 
and counter-proof, become very difficult. But even 
in those nebular regions the intelligible seems to me 
always preferable to the unintelligible, and whereas 
we can understand the combination of a root with 
various demonstrative elements for a more or less 
definite purpose, it is difficult to realize in any way 
the promiscuous outpouring of words, agreeing in 
their predicative elements, but bulging out into suf- 
fixes, and afterwards in terminations, without any 
guiding principle. According to some of the more 
recent writers on this subject, suffixes and termina- 
tions would seem to be like corns and bunions, mere 
excrescences on the surface of roots, which are there, 
and require no further explanation, nay, which it is 
wrong even to attempt to explain. 

What must be admitted, however, is that many 
suffixes and terminations had been wrongly analyzed 

1 Duttens, Exposants Casuels, p. 214. 
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by Bopp and his school, and that we must be satis- 
fied for the present in looking upon most of them as 
in the beginning simply demonstrative and modifi-: 
catory. 

But even thus I should not shut the door alto- 
gether against the old theory that some suf- goniscative 
fixes contained elements of independent ‘> 
significance. I do not think that it has ever been 
proved that the suffix tara, for instance, of the com- 
parative could have had no connection with the root 
TA, to cross, and that the suffixes expressing an 
agent? in d4-tAr, do-r7p, dator, and an instrument 
in da-tram, sickle, had nothing to do with the 
same root. No one would deny that tir4s, trans, 
across, through, is connected with that root. If then 
we can form in Sanskrit a compound dyu-tara, 
crossing the sky, why not ukkais-tara, crossing 
what is high, and mahat-tara, exceeding what is 
great, i.e. greater. If ut-tara (utt&ra?) in dur- 
uttara® might be called a karmadharaya, it-tara, 
the comparative of ut, might be taken as a tatparu- 
sha compound. We do not doubt as yet that in 
ud-ak, upward, ak represents the root A#K, to 
bend ; why then should tara in ut-tara not be 
derived from the root T/R, to cross? Does any one 
believe it an accident that while the suffix tar ex- 
presses the agent, tram expresses the instrument ? 
I do not deny that other explanations are possible, 
and that much may be said in their defence ; but I 
cannot persuade myself that every new theory is pref- 
erable simply because it is new, simply because it 
differs from Bopp. 

1 Bopp, Comp. Grammar, § 291. 


2 Tbid. § 815. 
3 Orin uttarah (var. lect. uttirah), Ath. Veda, xlx. 32. 1. 
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We must remember that there are many instances 
in the Aryan languages where an independent word 
at the end of a compound has been ground down to 
a mere termination. We still understand the pro- 
cess which gives us such a word as four-fold, 
German vier-fach, because to fold is still used in 
the sense of wrapping, and Fach in German in the 
sense of division. More likely, however, fach is the 
M.H.G. vach, afold. This fold comes from the 
root PAK, in Greek wiék-w, in Latin plec-to, in 
Gothic, fal-tha, where the guttural between | and 
th is lost, as it is likewise in O. Slav. ple-t-a, while 
it has been preserved in Goth. flaht, a fold, and 
in O.H.G. flih-tu, and flah-s, flax. We have 
the same root in Latin sim-plex, du-plex, and I 
doubt whether the Romans were more conscious of 
the radical meaning of plex than the Greeks were 
of wAdovos in diurddowos. At all events in the Greek 
a-raé, once, where the second element 7aé must have 
had originally the same meaning, the connection of 
maf with any such root as zay in m7y-vymt, which 
would correspond with German fach (Goth. fahan, 
O. H. G. fach), was completely forgotten. 

In Sanskrit, katur-vaya, fourfold, shows its con- 
nection with VI, to weave; sa-krit, once, with 
KAT, to spin; tribhug, threefold, with BHUG, 
to bend. Then why should not katur-vidha, four- 
fold, have had a similar origin, and lastly, why 
should we not admit a significative element even in 
dha of katur-dbh4, four-times, and, if so, likewise 
in dixa and &y} and &xod? No doubt it is easier to 
say that xa is a pronominal element, but the easier is 
not always the truer. 

Another instance of the same process we see when 
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we compare the Sk. pfirvedyus, where dyus is 
clearly meant for day, with zpwifd, the day before 
yesterday. Here, as well as in x61-C0s, Ca and fos are 
the last remnants of an independent word, quite as 
much as in noctu diusque, hodie, and yester- 
day. But if so, why should we hesitate to derive 
sa-dyas, at once, from the same source, so that it 
meant originally on the same day ? Why again should 
a-dya, now, not be taken as representing an original 
this day? One step leads to another, and no doubt 
we must be careful not to venture too far. Still, if 
dyus and dya can represent day (Sk. dyu and 
div), could not dum (cf. biduum) in Latin be an 
accusative of the same base, so that non dum was 
meant originally for ‘not this day,” just as pas 
encore was passum hance horam, “not this 
hour”? ‘These questions cannot be answered very 
positively, but neither do we get any very positive 
answers from those who deny that these words are 
anything but pronominal. I do not mean to say that 
dyv, long, must stand for éFyy, or 37, now, for &Fy, 
but phonetically there is no difficulty, as little as 
there would be in deriving the corresponding Latin 
form jam from dy&m or divam. The different 
forms under which Dyaus appears as Zev's, Znv, 
Ianus, and [ovis, would furnish sufficient analogies 
for the phonetic changes which have to be granted in 
these etymologies. 

I admit that many things are problematical in 
these derivations and in others proposed by Bopp, 
Schleicher, and Curtius, but the pro-ethnic abyss 
into which Ludwig jumps is after all quite as dark 
as that in which a Curtius disappeared. The evo- 
lution of every kind of suffix out of the simple at, as 
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worked out by Ludwig in his “Agglutination 
oder Adaptation,” is extremely able, but it deals 
with possibilities and no more. And what in the end 
is at, and what are all the suffixes derived from it 
but demonstrative elements? That some, I should 
even say, that many of the Aryan suffixes did not 
originally contain the meaning which we ascribe to 
them, but “‘ convey it by accident only, in the course 
of time and through many changes,” ?! this I admit 
has been established by Ludwig and his followers.” 
We can watch this process of adaptation or reparti- 
tion even in such recent cases as the gradual. assign- 
ment of the reduplicated perfect to the expression of 
time past, and of nomina agentis, such as data, 
to the expression of time to come. 

But we must be on our guard. If demonstrative 
elements have been mistaken for independent words, 
glued to a root, it is possible also that independent 
words may have been mistaken for so-called demon- 
strative elements. A study of Turanian languages 
would serve, I believe, as a very useful warning 
against too rash and too one-sided conclusions. I 
cannot see the justice of a dilemma put before us by 
Ludwig that “if the Aryan languages are aggluti- 
native, they are not inflexional, or, if they are not 
agglutinative, then the suffixes and terminations can- 
not have been glued on.”? Isolation, combination, 
and inflection are but three phases in the growth 
of language. Some languages may be arrested in the 
first or isolating, some in the second or agglutinative 
stage, while others pass on to the third or inflectional 


1 Ludwig, |. c., p. 182. 

2 See particularly the excellent work by Alfred Duttens, Essai sur l’ ori- 
gine des exposants casuels, 1884. 

STs, pawas . 
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stage; but those which pass on to the third stage, 
i. e. most of the known literary languages of the 
world, invariably retain traces of their passage 
through the two former stages.! 

How can we deny the power of agglutination to a 
language like Sanskrit which possesses in if 
the highest degree the power of composi- ae pee 
tion, which is but another name for in- apnea 
cipient agglutination? We have in Sanskrit kum- 
bha-kara, pot-maker. This is a compound in which 
kara is a significative element, maker, glued to 
kumbha, pot. If instead of this we find in the 
modern Indian dialects kumbh4ra, a potter, shall 
we say that dra is here a mere excrescence, a demon- 
strative element ra, which, we are told, may have the 
same function as na, asin kuha-ra and kuha-na, 
both names of serpent ;? or may we not rather see in 
ara of kumbhara a phonetic corruption of k&ra? 
There is no doubt a suffix 4ra in angara, tushara, 
etc., but this could never have formed kumbh dra, 
while k&ra is almost the same as the primary suffix 
kara in pishkara, t4s-kara, ete. which Pro- 
fessor Aufrecht once identified with Latin cro in 
sepul-cro, andculo in curri-culo# 

If we find in the modern Indian dialects a locative 
hridayme, “in the heart,” it would no doubt save 
much trouble to say that me is a pronominal element, 
connected with the m in aham, tvam, etc. Fortu- 
nately we have in modern languages a certain guid- 


1 Selected Essays, i. 53. 
2 Duttens, 1. c., p- 198. But what if kuhara and kuhana were 


formed like ku-kara, etc., from two different roots, HAR and HAN ? 
What if kri-kara were a bird that makes kri, krikana a bird that 
sings (kan) kri? 

8 Unddi-Sitras, p. 275. 
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ance which is altogether absent in pro-ethnic periods, 
and we can show how the termination me was pre- 
ceded by m&, m&ha, maha, maAdha, maddha, 
which maddha is a corruption of madhya, me- 
dius. In Beng4li! hriday-madhye, in the 
middle of the heart, is a real compound, it is agglu- 
tinative, while hrzdayme? is inflectional. The 
Chinese manner of expressing locality is, as we are 
assured, not yet agglutinative, but purely isolating or 
juxta-positional, because in k 0d, empire, and cung, 
middle, i. e. in the empire, each word retains its inde- 
pendence and its accent. But even in Chinese, 
particularly in its spoken dialects, a tendency towards 
agglutinative and inflectional forms has been pointed 
out.! 

No one with any sense of justice will deny to Pro- 
fessor Ludwig the merit of having shown that we 
know much less of the formative elements of the 
Aryan language, while they were still independent 
significant words, than we believed during the days 
of Bopp, Schleicher, and Curtius. In one sense he is 
no doubt the founder of a new school of Comparative 
Philology, which has rendered excellent service, if 
only by its agnosticism. But even though we often 
cannot tell what these formative elements were, this 
is very different from asserting that they were noth- 
ing by themselves, and that our nominal and verbal 
bases and our inflected nouns and verbs are not the 
result of a rational synthesis, but of a kind of spon- 
taneous generation ex nihilo. 


1M.M. On the Relation of Bengali to the Aryan and Aboriginal 
Languages of India, in Report of British Association, 1847, p. 339. 

? Bhandarkar, in Journal of Bombay Branch of R. A. S., 1885, vol. 
XVi. p. 251. , 

8 Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. pp. 128, 253. 

4 Thid. p. 876. 


THE CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS OF LANGUAGE. 227 


In some cases I still hold as strongly as ever that 
the formal elements of Aryan grammar were purely 
predicative in their origin. Besides tar and tara, 
of which I treated before, I hold that maya (sco) 
comes from the root MA, to measure, or MI, to es- 
tablish. Hiran-maya meant gold-made, or gold- 
like, before it came to mean golden. This maya 
varies, we know, with vaya and yaya. Besides 
maya we have miya, and if miya in rig-miya 
comes from MI, why not min in rig-min? And 
then, does not man stand to maya like min to 
miya? And if we have traced min and man to 
predicative roots, are there not many cognate suffixes 
which would have to follow the same rule? It may 
seem very vague to attempt to connect the particip- 
ial termination mana, pevos, or the suffix man, 
manta, Lat. mentum, Gr. pov (as in as-man, 
as-manta, dk-pov, tegi-men, tegi-mentum), 
with the root MA, or with the root MAN. But if 
we see that in French we can speak of a stone fall- 
ing lourdement, heavily, i. e. lurid& mente, 
i.e. with a yellow, dirty, lazy, heavy mind, we shall 
feel less sceptical as to what is possible in language 
by way of changing significative into purely formal 
or grammatical elements. 

Ts it likely that the numerous suffixes which ex- 
press descent, or coming from, such as Ayana, 
Vyani, etc., should have nothing to do with 4yana, 
coming? Is it a mere accident that the suffix bha 
generally forms names of animals? 

I have not been afraid to assert! that the Latin 
suffix tas, tatis, the Sanskrit t4ti, might have 
been formed from the root TAN, to stretch, and 
that it meant originally the same as tantu, a string, 

1 Mind, July 1876; see Note on p. 248. 
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then a series, a class; and I am not aware of any 
objections against this theory, beyond vague expres- 
sions of incredulity. If then tati may come from 
TAN, why not the adjectival suffix tnu, which ex- 
presses habit, custom, ability, such as kri-tnu, able 
to work, clever; ha-tnu, able to kill, i.e. a weapon; 
giga-tnu, quick; piya-tnu, hating? Andiftnu 
comes from tan, then tna and other suffixes would 
follow suit. 

By the side of tnu, there is another suffix, snu, 
as in kari-shnu, poshayi-shnu, ete. This has 
sometimes been explained as a phonetic corruption of 
tnu, but as tnu comes from TAN, snu may have 
come from SAN, to achieve, to gain, from which we 
have si-snu (sishnu), wishing to gain. We find 
the root SAN at the end of compounds in such 
words as — 

Go-sin (RV. iv. 32, 22), cow-gaining ; 
Go-sih (RY. ix. 2, 10), cow-gaining ; 
Go-sdnih (RY. vi. 53, 10), cow-gaining. 

Why should we hesitate to connect the primary 
suffix snu with SAN, while we do not doubt for 
a moment that such forms as si-snu (sishnu) or 
go-san, nay, even go-sa, are connected with that 
root ? 

This is not the place to work out the question of 
the origin of suffixes in full detail. It is sufficient 
for my purpose to have shown that some suffixes, 
both primary and secondary, may with some effort 
be traced back to predicative roots, and that the 
greater facility in putting them all down as “some- 
how pronominal” does not prove the greater correct- 
ness of that theory. But even if many of these 
suffixes are purely pronominal, if sarit, river, for 


THE CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS OF LANGUAGE. 229 


instance, was originally no more than SAR, run- 
ning, and it, here, even then we have to admit an 
act of synthesis, which is intelligible, instead of the 
process of demonstrative excrescence which, to my 
mind at least, conveys no meaning at all. 

And this argument, whatever its value may be, 
applies with the same force to terminations pernina- 
as to suffixes. Bopp and Curtius may have %™*- 
gone too far in identifying the terminations of nouns 
and verbs with the actual pronominal bases which 
we find in the Aryan languages. The termination of 
the nom. sing. in s need not be identified with the 
Sk. pronoun sa, he, but both must have proceeded 
from the same source ; they certainly are demonstra- 
tive, not predicative. The personal terminations in 
Sanskrit, mi,-81,°ti, 6, se, te, m, s, t,1, thas, ta, 
need not be derived straight from the pronominal 
bases mad, tvad, tad, and svad, nor need we 
have recourse to such compounds as d&-m4-tvi, i.e. 
give-I-thou, in order to account for Latin damus, 
we give! But though all phonetic laws would cry 
out against such proceedings, and could hardly be 
quieted with the assurance that they had no right to 
exist in pro-ethnic periods, the broad fact remains 
that these terminations and their corresponding pro- 
nominal bases claim in the end a common origin. 
The elements of such terminations belong by their 
very nature to a period of language long anterior to 
that in which they could be used as dead, empty, and 
formal exponents, and whoever knows the wide in- 
fluence both of phonetic change and of dialectic 


1 I was the first to remonstrate against these derivations proposed by 
Curtius, at a time when to remonstrate against him was still considered 
heresy ; see ‘‘ On Curtius’ Chronology of the Indo-Germanic Languages,”’ 
in Selected Essays, vol. i. p. 93. 
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variety in the most ancient periods of language, will 
not be surprised at the widest dialectic divergences 
between pronominal roots and verbal and nominal 
terminations which in the beginning of all things are 
supposed to have been identical. It is a false method 
to attempt to prove minutely what from the nature 
of the case can only be proved broadly. 
It is generally admitted that the Ugric languages, 
to say nothing of other members of the 
ocien & Turanian class, form their declension and 
aaa conjugation by means of agglutination. 
They are called agglutinative, not because they are 
entirely free from inflection, but because there is in 
their grammar a decided preponderance of aggluti- 
native forms. In those, however, which have re- 
ceived considerable literary cultivation, the principle 
of inflection has made so much progress that my 
friend Kelgren, for instance, treated Finnish as an 
inflectional language. If, then, we examine these 
languages more carefully, we shall find the same 
discrepancies between their terminations and their 
pronominal roots as in Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin. 
If any one will only glance at the comparative tables, 
printed at the end of my “ Letter on the Turanian 
Languages” (1853), he will see in Finnish the pro- 
noun of the first person mina, but the terminations 
nandni; the pronoun of the second person sind, 
but the terminations t and si; the pronoun of the 
third person hain, but the terminations hn, pi, wi, 
nsa,sa. Again, in the declension of Finnish the 
terminations expressive of every possible kind of lo- 
cality have been reduced to four elements, of which, 
if we adopt Professor Ludwig’s principles, it would 
be very difficult to decide whether they should be 
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treated as words originally independent and significa- 
tive, or as pronominal elements, or as mere excres- 
cences. All scholars, however, seem to be agreed 
that the four elements, na, he (si), ke, and ta, 
with which the thirteen cases in Finnish are built 
up, had originally their own meaning, and that they 
are related, 
1. he (si) to se, he, into, sisi, the interior ; 

2. ke to ke, thither, ki, without ; 

3. ta to ta, away, tdv, distant ; 

4,na to n, ne, na, near, with, na, near space.t 

If out of such elements Ugrian scholars succeed in 

constructing the whole framework of the Finnish de- 
elension, Aryan scholars need not be afraid to recog- 
nize similar constituent elements in the terminations 
of the Aryan noun. A few such demonstrative ele- 
ments, or whatever else we like to call them, would 
originally have been quite sufficient to express every 
case of our declensions, leaving the noun, without any 
such distinction, to do service for the nominative. Nor 
do I see any difficulty in following the process through 
which, either by phonetic change or by imitation, a 
few such compounds of nominal bases with local ad- 
verbs could be differentiated and adapted to all pur- 
poses of declension. During a period of language in 
which Professor Ludwig? admits a possible transition 
of svi into bhi, because in Greek, but in Greek only, 
ope becomes ofe, and Curtius the transition of tvi- 
tva both into thas and sai,’ the difficulty of deriv- 
ing all nominal terminations from a few pronominal 
elements such as sa, ta, na, bha would not be very 


1 Boller, Die Declination der Finnischen Sprachen, Sitzungsberichte der 
K. K. Akademie in Wien, Philos. Hist. Classe, xi. Band, 1853, p. 973. 

2 Enstehung der A. Declination, p. 181. 

8 Selected Essays, vol. i. p. 94. 


252) THE SCIENCE OF THOUGHT. 


great. But it stands to reason that when we manip- 
ulate such vague elements and under such lax pho- 
netic conditions, we can hardly expect unanimity 
as to the exact process by which our analysis ought 
to be conducted. Hence the divergence between the 
results arrived at by Bopp, Pott, Benfey, Grassman, 
Schleicher, Curtius, and others;1! hence also the un- 
willingness of other scholars to add one more to the 
many guesses as to how svi becomes abhi, and 
abhi ai, and aie, and ei. Why will not scholars 
learn that there are certain subjects which from their 
very nature do not admit of accurate treatment, and 
that across a quagmire you may indeed throw a high 
bridge, but you cannot make a footpath? There is 
surely a via media between the extreme opinion 
to which Ludwig would lead us, that what we call 
the grammatical elements of language had never any 
independent existence at all, and the opposite opinion 
of M. de Saussure and his followers, that we can an- 
alyze every form into the most minute component 
elements. It is wonderful what brilliant results have 
now and then been obtained by this minute phonetic 
analysis. One hardly trusts one’s eyes when one sees 
the phonetic analogies running through languages 
so long dissociated as Sanskrit and English. But 
here too there is the danger of going too far, and of 
forgetting that though language is taught by gram- 
marians, it was not made by grammarians. Lan- 
guage is made by analogy, but often by an instinc- 
tive, not by a reasoning analogy, and what to the 
earliest framers of language seemed analogus, is of- 
ten by us perceived to be really anomalous. 

We may speak, for instance, of a,s as the termi- 

1 See Hiibschmann, Casuslehre (1875), p. 93. 
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nation of the nom. plur. after stems in a, But I 
doubt whether before the invention of grammar, and 
before the conception of any such thing as grammar, 
people were conscious of a,s as an independent termi- 
nation. I doubt even whether this as was ever an 
independent element; at all events there is more 
than one way of accounting for it. The oldest Vedic 
form of the nom. plur.is asvasas. This may be 
looked upon as an abbreviation of a pro-ethnic form 
asvas and (asv) as, and one such form would have 
become the prototype of millions. We must not 
suppose, however, that after such a typical form as 
asvasas had once arisen, it was submitted to an 
analysis, and that all future plurals were the result 
of a conscious synthesis. Far from it. A man who 
knew that asvas is one horse, and asvasas many 
horses, would form by an unconscious process of an- 
alogy vrikas, one wolf, and vrikasas, many 
wolves. 

This form asvasas, which still occurs in the 
Veda, may in course of time have been shortened to 
asvas, and who could tell how much of 4s belonged 
to the stem, how much to the termination? Still M. 
de Saussure, guided by the strictest phonetic princi- 
ples, thinks that he can analyze this 4s into two 
independent elements,! which, even during the earli- 
est historical period, were separated by a perceptible 
hiatus. The termination of the nom. plur. is sup- 
posed to have been a,s, the final vowel of the stem a,. 
The original synthesis therefore would have been 
akwa,—a,s, pronounced ek woes, contracted ekwods. 
I do not say that this is impossible, I only wish to 
keep the door open to other possibilities, such as the 

1 De Saussure, Systeme Primitif des Voyelles, p. 91. 
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phonetic contraction of 4sas into as, and I should cer- 
tainly want stronger confirmation for a phonetic rule 
that a,-+ a, becomes 4, than this analysis of asvas. 
Again, if I am told that in order to explain 
yuktes! as the genitive of yuktis, we must suppose 
that the termination ~4s changed the i of the stem to 
y, and that y“ became ?, which f, preceded by a,, would 
become 6, I cannot help asking myself whether this 
complicated process, however creditable to the an- 
alytical ingenuity of the grammarian, ever took place 
in the mind of an illiterate pro-ethnic Aryan, and 
whether he would really have been aware of any dif- 
ference between k,a,twA—A4,r—a,s and k,a,twé,Ar—a,s.? 
However, these minutiae belong to comparative 
grammarians, and though I am afraid they may be 
carried too far, I am the last man to refuse them the 
full credit which they deserve. All I stand up for is 
that there must be both in the synthesis and analysis 
of grammatical forms broad and intelligible prin- 
ciples. Now synthesis is only intelligible when we 
have two independent elements that can be put to- 
gether ; hence, I hold, that in the beginning suffixes 
and terminations were either demonstrative or pred- 
icative elements, though by phonetic corruption and 
false analogy their original character was often ob- 
scured and they dwindled down to unmeaning signs. 
Many of them we must accept as such, without being 
able to reduce them to their primitive phonetic form. 
Where phonetic analysis can restore their original 
form, its results will always be welcome, but in many 
cases an ignoramus will here too bea greater proof 
of wisdom than novimus. In the Science of 
Thought we stand on the broad principle that noth- 
1 De Saussure, Systeme Primitif des Voyelles, p. 206. 2 Tbid. p. 210. 
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ing can exist in language which had not originally a 
purport: in the Science of Language we must be sat- 
isfied to explain all we can, though conscious all the 
time that we cannot explain all we wish. 

One result, at all events, seems to me firmly estab- 
lished with regard to the Aryan case-termi- 
nations, namely that all of them, not ex- matoes 
cepting those of the nominative, accusative, ae: 
and genitive, were in the beginning local. An ex- 
ception is generally made in favor of the nominative 
and accusative, as being from the beginning intended 
to convey more general or purely logical relations. 
But though it may be true that in these two cases 
their local meaning was obscured and forgotten at a 
much earlier time than that of the other cases, yet in 
the beginning the nominative through its demonstra- 
tive termination expressed clearly the here and 
there in space, and the accusative the hither and 
thither, or the object towards which the action 
of a transitive verb was conceived to tend! As to 
the genitive, it was either predicative and adjectival, 
conveying the genus to which a subject belonged,? 
or it was an ablative, expressing origin and removal. 
The originally local character of the other cases, the 
locative, ablative, instrumental, and dative, is no longer 
questioned, and recent researches in comparative syn- 
tax have shown how clear are the transitions from 
one case to another, and how untenable are the views 
of all philosophical grammarians when they attempted 
to determine the sphere of each case by one funda- 

1 Chap. vi. p. 319. 
2 Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 122, as quoted by 
Hiibschmann, Casuslehre, p. 104. I had proposed the same explanation in 


my Letter on the Turanian Languages, 1853, p. 41, and, earlier still, in my 
paper on Bengali, 1847, in the 7’ransactions of the British Association, p. 41. 
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mental relation assigned toeach. Here, as elsewhere, 
historical research must form the foundation of phil- 
osophic reasoning, not vice versa. We may follow 
the ways of language and understand them by follow- 
ing them, but we can never trace beforehand the 
ways which language is to follow, except in the most 
‘general way. Certain it is that the abstract mean- 
ings, whether modal or causal, which were formerly 
considered as the fundamental meanings of the case- 
terminations have been proved to be everywhere of 
later date than the local and temporal meanings, a 
fact which is in full harmony with all that the Science 
of Language has taught us of the growth of human 
language and human thought.! 
There are languages, such as Chinese, in which 
there is as yet no outward difference be- 
ee tween what we call a root, and a noun or 
end verbal a verb, Remnants of that phase in the 
growth of language we can detect even in so 
highly developed a language as Sanskrit. But it was 
one of the characteristic features of Sanskrit and the 
other Aryan languages that they tried to distinguish 
the various applications of a root by means of what I 
have called demonstrative roots or elements. If they 
wished to distinguish the mat, as the product of their 
handiwork, from the handiwork itself, they would 
say “¢ Platting-there ;” if they wished to encourage 
the work they would say “ Platting-they, or you, or 
we.” We found that what we call demonstrative 
roots or elements must be considered as remnants of 
the earliest and almost pantomimic phase of language 
in which language was hardly as yet what we mean 


1 On this point I differ much from Noiré’s views as expressed in his 
Logos, pp. 246 seq. 
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by language, namely logos, a gathering, but only a 
pointing. How some of these elements came in time 
to be restricted to certain meanings, such as here, 
there, he, thou, I, it, etc., we cannot tell. All we 
can say is, that we find these elements as adverbs, 
local and temporal, as prepositions, as pronouns, as 
suffixes, and as terminations of declension and con- 
jugation, and that in their skilful employment con- 
sists the power and the charm of Aryan speech. 

Take, for instance, the root YUDH, to fight. As 
a root, that is, as the type from which both 

Fi ., YUDH and 

verbs and nouns are derived, we may call it its derivae 
a mere abstraction. But it exists in exactly bhi 
the same shape, only with a new purpose, both as a 
nominal and verbal base. Yudh as a noun, means 
battle, and followed by a local demonstrative ele- 
ment, we find yudh-i, i. e. in the battle. Yudh 
may also mean fighter, and followed by another 
local demonstrative element, we find yudh-su, i.e. 
yutsu, in the sense of “ among fighters.” But as a 
fighter calls the tool with which he fights, a fighter 
likewise, we find yudh, followed by another local 
demonstrative element, viz. yudh-4, in the sense of 
“with or by aweapon.” These so-called cases were 
all originally local adverbs, which may have existed 
sporadically long before there was any idea of declen- 
sion in our sense of the word. ‘The purely subjective 
nominative and the objective accusative, when no 
longer local, were probably the latest forms to assume 
permanency. The root or base YUDH, however, was 
not to be mistaken in any of these forms. Nor do I 
think it so marvellous as some scholars represent it to 
be that Sanskrit grammarians should have been able 
to discover the roots of their language, when we con- 
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sider in how many words they still stand out in bold 
relief. Let us remember that every root can be used 
and many of them are used at the end of compounds, 
and we shall hardly be surprised that what every 
speaker was able to see, should have been seen by the 
ancient grammarians. A language which possesses 
such words as kravya-4d, flesh-eater, visva-4d, 
all-eater, havya-4d, libation-eater goshu-yudh, 
fighting among cows, amitra-yudh, fighting ene- 
mies, g&tu-vid, road-knower, go-vid, cow-knower, 
etc., can leave no doubt in the minds of its speakers as 
to the character of AD, YUDH, and VID. 

VID, then, as a nominal base, would mean knower ; 
as a verbal base we find it, without any change, in 
vid-m4, we know. In order to express duration, 
however, roots were frequently reduplicated, and thus 
we find the verbal base yu-yudh, followed by the 
demonstrative element e,in yu-yudh-e, i.e. “con- 
tinued fighting-he,” or the reduplicate perfect, “he 
has fought.” We also find it witha less perfect re- 
duplication, or with a demonstrative prefix, called the 
augment, in a-yudh-ta, i.e. ayuddha, he fought. 

In this early phase of language the formal differ- 
ence between a nominal and verbal base of the same 
root consisted therefore simply in the difference of 
the demonstrative elements by which each is fol- 
lowed, and occasionally in the modification of the 
verbal base by means of reduplication, augmenta- 
tion, ete. 

But in a later phase the Aryan languages re- 
moved what was felt to be ambiguous by a sharper 
differentiation of verbal and nominal suffixes, the lat- 
ter being used when an act was predicated local- 
ly, the former when it was predicated temporally. 
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Thus a fighter was called yudh-ma, the weapon 
a-yudh-a, the place of fighting yudh-i, all mean- 
ing originally no more than fighting-there; while for 
verbal purposes a new base was formed, yudh-ya, 
e.g. yudhya-te, he fights, where the chief object 
was to predicate the duration of an act, whoever the 
agent may be. 

We have thus finished our analysis of words. We 
have seen that their constituent elements guaiysis ot 
are predicative roots and demonstrative ele- ¥°"4- 
ments. A root may be in form identical with a nom- 
inal and verbal base, but in most cases it has been 
differentiated so as to serve better either its verbal 
or its nominal purpose. This was done by means of 
suffixes, the origin of which is often doubtful, though 
we cannot doubt that it must have been rational, that 
is, that these suffixes also must have been at first 
either demonstrative or predicative. Having thus 
arrived at nominal and verbal bases, we watch a new 
rational synthesis in the formation of what is now 
called declension and conjugation. And here again, 
though we have to confess our inability to account 
for the origin of every nominal or verbal termination, 
we can étill see enough to enable us to uphold the 
general principle of a rational synthesis, that is, of 
an intelligible purpose with which case, number, and 
sex were expressed in nouns, person, number, tense, 
and mood in verbs. Speaking broadly, we can now 
understand how the foundations and the walls of the 
primeval temple of language were built. Give us 
roots, predicative and demonstrative, and we can un- 
dertake to rear a similar structure, not perhaps so 
grand and durable, but at all events answering the 
main purpose of language. As in exploring the 
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ruins of ancient palaces we find rough-hewn stones, 
bricks, mortar, straw, and wood, and sometimes mere 
sand and dust of which we can give no account, so in 
sifting the débris of language we meet with roots, 
predicative and demonstrative, with suffixes, prefixes, 
infixes, and often with elements so ground down and 
disintegrated that we cannot tell what they were 
and whence they came. No wonder if later genera- 
tions were so awe-struck with the grandeur of Cyclo- 
pean walls and Devil’s bridges that they thought 
them the works of beings of more than human 
strength and skill. No wonder if we ourselves, when 
we first listened to the hymns of the Veda or the 
ballads of Homer, should have believed that the lan- 
guage in which such thoughts could be embodied 
must have been of superhuman origin. But wonder 
has now given place to understanding. We know 
now how words were made, and the problem of the 
origin of language has been finally reduced for us to 
the problem of the origin of roots, as the embodi- 
ments of our earliest concepts. 
Before we proceed, however, to the consideration 
‘ of that problem, we have still one objection 
very word " 
originallya to meet. We believed that in accounting 
for the formation of nouns and verbs we 
had accounted for the formation of language. But 
we are told by some philosophers that this is a mis- 
take. Much stress has of late been laid on the fact 
that as little as letters are the constituent elements 
of words, are words the constituent elements of lan- 
guage. Language, we are told, can exist as a sen- 
tence, an drodavors, only, and no sentence, whether 
affirmative or negative, can exist without a noun and 
a verb. The fact, as such, is very true and very im- 
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portant, but it hardly required very elaborate proof, 
at least not to a student of Aristotle! But what 
does our analysis of language into predicative roots 
and demonstrative elements teach us ? 

Suppose the root MA meant to grind, the mere 
shout MR, addressed by a leader to his men, would 
surely have been a sentence, and have conveyed to 
them a meaning, namely a command ; it would have 
produced the effect of making them understand 
something, namely that it was time for them to begin 
their daily work of grinding stones. 

Again, if the sounds VA or VABH had long ac- 
companied the act of platting, or braiding, or weav- 
ing, these sounds by themselves, uttered by the 
women of a clan, would have reminded them that it 
was time to begin their work. VA, weave, whether 
as a reminder or as a command, would have as much 
right to be called a sentence as when we say, Work! 
i. e. Let us work! In one sense, the imperative may 
truly be called the most primitive sentence, and it is 
important to observe how little in many languages it 
deviates from what has been fixed upon as the true 
form of a root. 

From the use of a root in the imperative or in 
the form of a general assertion there is a very easy 
transition to its employment in other senses and for 
other purposes. 

Let us imagine the furniture of a cave-dwelling or 
a lacustrian hut, consisting chiefly of scraped skins 
and platted mats or mattresses, and let us suppose 
a sudden fire, or inundation, or an attack of enemies, 
would not in a general Sauve qui peut the mere 
shout of VA have reminded the women and children 

1 Arist. de Interpret. cc. 5, 10. 
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to carry off the mats? Would it not have been tan- 
tamount to our sentence, “ The mats, the mats!” 

Every logician knows that we can predicate in a 
sentence only, and as the chief object of language is 
predication in the form of a proposition, it has quite 
properly been concluded that words had no right to 
exist except as integral parts of a sentence, or, as 
some scholars put it, that the sentence existed before 
single words. Students of language were no doubt 
staggered when they were told that the words which 
expressed the subject and the predicate and, in some 
languages, the copula also, could not have existed 
apart from the sentence which they formed, still the 
logician was in his right and his arguments seemed 
unanswerable. What could have been the use of 
forming such words as snow and white by them- 
selves? No one, not even a troglodyte, would amuse 
himself by saying snow, or by saying white, still 
less by saying is. And as there was no demand for 
such utterances, it seemed quite natural to conclude 
that there could have been no supply, as little as 
there would ever be a supply of right boots in a mar- 
ket where only pairs of boots will answer any pur- 
pose. All this is perfectly true, but for all that we 
need not submit to being told that the three words 
terra, est, rotunda did not exist by themselves 
till the sentence terra est rotunda had been an- 
alyzed grammatically. 

On the contrary, every noun and every verb was 
originally by itself a complete sentence, consisting 
of a predicate and a subject, whether the latter be 
expressed, as it commonly is in the Aryan languages, 
or only understood, as in Chinese. Thus Luc-s 
was originally a real sentence, and meant “shin- 
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ing here.” That was enough for a first effort. 
Luc-e-t, likewise, was a complete: sentence, and 
meant “he-shining.” No one doubts this with re- 
gard to verbs. No one hesitates to call Veni, vidi, 
vici three independent sentences. Why should we 
doubt with regard to substantives? The difference 
between man-u-s (man) and man-u-te (thinks) 
is no more than between “ thinking-he (there),” and 
‘‘he-thinking”? In a later stage of language the 
two sentences Manus and manute, “Man and 
thinks,” were fused into one, and this led to the erro- 
neous supposition that manus and manute had no 
independent existence, but were from the first inte- 
gral parts of a sentence. 


ON THE SUFFIX TATI. 
(From ‘‘ Mind,” July, 1876.) See p. 282. 


Ts it not a most striking illustration of the power which 
language can exercise even on the most vigorous and inde- 
pendent minds, when we see how Mill had persuaded him- 
self that most metaphysical difficulties inherent in the con- 
ceptions of Matter and Mind could be removed by declaring * 
that Matter was nothing but the “permanent possibility of 
sensation,” Mind nothing but the “permanent possibility of 
feeling”? There is a certain want of clearness in thus ex- 
pressing the opposition between the Ego or Mind and the 
Non-Ego or Matter, and I doubt if many will approve the 
use which Mill makes of the words sensation and feeling, 
restricting the former to a passive, the latter to an active 
sense. However, a philosopher who modifies thought has a 
right to modify language, and we have only to remember 
that Mill, in his dialect, uses the expression “possibility of 
sensation,” as applied to the Non-Ego, in the sense of the 


1 Examination of Hamilton’s Philosophy, pp- 198, 206. 
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possibility of being the object of sensations; while “ possi- 
bility of feeling,” as applied to the Ego, is intended to con- 
vey the possibility of being the subject of feelings. 

But what is of much greater consequence is this, that 
Mill should have imagined he could eliminate, or at least 
sublimate, the idea of substance, both in the Ego and the 
Non-Ego, by using an abstract noun, possibility, instead of 
a concrete noun, the possible, or, as we used to say in our 
own, half-classical, half-mediaeval dialect, the cause, the sub- 
stance, the subject. 

What is the nature of such words as possibility? They 
clearly express a quality, and therefore a quality of some- 
thing. When we speak of a thing as feasible, we mean that 
it can be done; when we say it is destructible, we mean 
that it can be destroyed. Afterwards, if we want to speak 
of many things being feasible or destructible, our language 
enables us to form new substantives from these adjectives, 
and to speak of the feasibleness, the destructibility, the pos- 
sibility of things. Language will even allow us to go a step 
further, and to say, for instance, there is a possibility of 
something being done, but it is here that language begins to 
react on thought and tempts us to speak of possibilities, as 
if they were things by themselves, and different from the 
things which are possible. 

One of the best known instances of what I call philosoph- 
ical mythology is the word faculty. From facere, to do, was 
formed facilis, easy to do, or easy to be done; e. g. res factu 
facilis, a thing easy to be done; facilis ascensus, an easy 
ascent. Factlis means also ready, e. g. facilis ad dicendum, 
ready or quick to speak. From this adjective we have fa- 
cilitas, the quality of being easy, also the quality of being 
ready. Besides facilitas, we also find facultas, a word =o 
erally represented as a contraction of factl(?)tas, but which 
may be derived direct from the old Latin facul. Facultas 
means chiefly the power of doing, e. g. facultas pariendi ; 
then the means of doing, supply, resources. In modern 
languages, however, this word has assumed a much wider 
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development. We speak of the faculty of hearing, the fac- 
ulty of perceiving, imagining, remembering, reasoning; we 
speak of the faculties of the mind, and we at last divide 
these faculties, place them side by side as independent pow- 
ers, often forgetting that all the time they can claim no sub- 
jectivity whatever, that they are no more than qualities of 
the same subject, and that all we really mean when we say 
that humanity is endowed with the faculties of seeing, re- 
membering, imagining, and reasoning, is that every man can 
see, remember, imagine, reason, etc. 

It is curious that the very school which has always pro- 
tested most strongly against the abuse of these abstract 
nouns, which has waged war to the knife against the facul- 
ties of the mind, though not always to the advantage of a 
clear and systematic treatment of psychology, should in 
metaphysics fall into this very trap. We can imagine phi- 
losophers denying altogether the reality of any such thing 
as substance ; we can understand why Mill looks upon that 
category simply as the result of custom, not asa sine qua 
non of human thought. But whatever the origin of our 
category of substance may be, it is through it and with it 
alone that we can conceive quality. A quality is inconceiv- 
able without reference to a substance, and however much 
that original coherence may be forgotten, we always find it 
is there, whenever we go back to the deepest foundation of 
our intellectual fabric. We may speak of possibilities, we 
may trust in possibilities, we may be even frightened by 
possibilities, but if we look more closely, what we trust in 
and what we are frightened by are always things possible. 

If therefore Mill and his followers imagine that by defin- 
ing Matter as the permanent possibility of sensation, and 
Mind as the permanent possibility of feeling, they have re- 
moved the difficulty of Kant’s Ding an sich, they are mis- 
taken. Their possibility of sensation, if properly analyzed, 
means things or substances which can become objects of 
sensation; their possibility of feeling means things or sub- 
stances which can become subjects of sensation. 
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However we may fight against the necessities of our rea- 
son, reason has its revenge. It is, for instance, only another 
attempt at avoiding the admission of something substantial 
in the Ego, which leads Mill and his followers* to define 
Mind as a series or a succession of feelings. What are 
series or succession but the germs of collective words, many 
of which develop into abstract nouns? A series or a suc- 
cession means things succeeding each other, and if these 
things are feelings, then feeling again is what might be 
called an adjectival substantive, expressing a quality, status, 
or act of somebody. Leave out that somebody, that sub- 
stance, that subject, that x, and our mind refuses to act, as 
Mill has been honest enough to admit himself. For, as he 
says (p. 212) :— 


‘‘The thread of consciousness which composes the mind’s 
phenomenal life [another alias for the Ego as a substance] con- 
sists not only of present sensations, but likewise in part, of mem- 
ories and expectations. Now what are these? In themselves, 
they are present feelings, that is of present consciousness, and 
in that respect not distinguished from sensations. They all, 
moreover, resemble some given sensations or feelings, of which 
we have previously had experience. But they are attended 
with the peculiarity, that each of them involves a belief in more 
than its own present existence. A sensation involves only this: 
but a remembrance of sensation, even if not referred to any par- 
ticular date, involves the suggestion and belief that a sensation, 
of which it is a copy or representation, actually existed in the 


1M. Taine in his charming work, De I’ Intelligence, vol. i. p. 378, ex- 
presses the same views in even more determined language: ‘‘ Le moi n’est 
lui-méme qu’une entité verbale et un fantéme métaphysique. Ce quelque 
chose d’intime dont les facultés étaient les différents aspects, disparait avec 
elles; on voit s’évanouir et rentrer dans la région des mots la substance une, 
permanente, distincte des événements. II ne reste de nous que nos événe- 
ments, sensations, images, souvenirs, idées, résolutions: ce sont eux qui 
constituent notre étre; et l’analyse de nos jugements les plus élémentaires 
montre, en effet, que notre moi n’a pas d’autres éléments.’’ What is the 
meaning of nos événements, if not evenements de nous? and if these événe- 
ments are something real, might we not turn M. Taine’s illustration (i. 885), 
that one cannot hang any but a painted chain on a painted hook, against 
him by saying that one cannot hang a real series of événements, sensations, 
images, souvenirs, idées, résolutions, on a painted Moi? 
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past : and an expectation involves the belief, more or less pos- 
itive, that a sensation or other feeling to which it directly refers, 
will exist in the future. Nor can the phenomena involved in 
these two states of consciousness be adequately expressed with- 
out saying that the belief they include is, that I myself formerly 
had, or that I myself, and no other, shall hereafter have, the 
sensations remembered or expected. The fact believed is, that 
the sensations did actually form, or will hereafter form, part of 
the self-same series of states, or thread of consciousness, of 
which the remembrance or expectation of these sensations is the 
part now present. If, therefore, we speak of the Mind as a 
series of feelings, we are obliged to complete the statement by 
calling it a series of feelings which is aware of itself as past and 
future : and we are reduced to the alternative of believing that 
the Mind, or Ego, is something different from any series of feel- 
ings, and possibilities of them, or of accepting the paradox, that 
something which ex hypothesi is but a series of feelings, can be 
aware of itself as a series.” 


Nothing can be more frank and honest; only, instead of 
saying with Mill that we are here “face to face with that 
final inexplicability, at which we inevitably arrive when we 
read ultimate facts ;” and instead of comforting ourselves 
with saying, that one mode of stating it only appears more 
incomprehensible than another, because the whole of human 
language is accommodated to the one, and is so incongruous 
with the other that it cannot be expressed in any terms 
which do not deny its truth, — might it not have been bet- 
ter, if Mill had examined his own language more closely, 
and asked himself what could be meant by a series, a thread, 
a succession? A succession of feelings, no doubt, cannot be 
said or thought to be aware of itself as past or future, but 
an Ego, a subject, an x, or whatever you like to call it, of 
which this succession, i. e. these succeeding feelings are 
qualities or attributes, may well be thought and said to re- 
tain a feeling, not for one moment only, but for a longer or 
shorter time ; and the same subject may also, by means of 
the same retentive nature of former feelings, and by that 
very law of association which Mill has so fully illustrated, 
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expect one feeling to arise again, whenever another feeling, 
with which it was frequently connected, has arisen. 

Language, as I have often said, always revenges herself 
whenever we do violence to her, or whenever we forget her 
antecedents. At first sight a series, a succession, a thread 
may seem a very different linguistic expedient from the ter- 
mination tas which we found in facultas, and which is used 
to form abstract nouns. Yet what was the original purport 
of such words as juven-tas, if not a series, a succession, a 
class of juvenes, and of all things belonging to them? What 
was posteritas, if not a series of posteri? What was civitas, 
if not a number of cives? The growth of meaning in the 
derivative tas, though long forgotten in Latin, Greek, and 
Sanskrit, can still be watched, if we have but eyes for the 
secret cunning of language. Taking juventas or juventus 
in its original meaning, succession, thread, class of young 
men, the Romans could well form such sentences, as cum 
omnis juventas, omnes etiam graviorts aetatis eo convenerant, 
when the whole youth and also all of maturer age were 
come together. Princeps juventutis would be the chief of 
their youth, i. e. of all the young men. Juventas pugnare 
debet would mean the young men must fight; juventas fa- 
cile decipitur, young men are easily deceived, or credula 
juventus, credulous youth. Now in credulous youth, the 
numerical slowly glides into the more abstract meaning, and 
so we go on to tempus juventutis, the time of youth; gaudia 
juventutis, the pleasures of youth; robur in juventate, the 
strength in young men, or the strength of youth, till at 
length the abstract conception preponderates ; juventus be- 
comes all that belongs to youth, and is at last endowed 
with a new substantival form in the name of the goddess 
Juventas, to whom Lucullus dedicated a temple in the Cir- 
cus Maximus. 

To us the formation of abstract nouns, such as facul-tas 
from facul, juven-tas from juven-is, is so familiar that we 
hardly think how, at some time or other, the composition of 
Jacul with what we call the suffix tas, or ¢ét?, must have 
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been an individual act, performed with a definite purpose. 
That act took place at a time which escapes chronological 
measurement; but whenever it took place it must have 
been a rational act. As long as we know Latin it possesses 
the suffix ¢as, tati-s; as long as we know Greek it possesses 
the suffix, rys, ryT-0s ; as Jong as we know Sanskrit it pos- 
_sesses the suffix ¢dti-s. Therefore, long before Homer, long 
before the Veda, long before 1500 B. c., tat? had become what 
we call a suffix, i.e. a purely formal element. In 1500 
B. C., Sanskrit must have been separated from Greek and ~ 
Latin for a very long period of time, for the Sanskrit of 
that time is less primitive in several respects than the 
Latin of Cicero. Therefore, not only would it be impossi- 
ble to represent Latin as derived from Sanskrit, such as we 
know it in the Veda, but it will be necessary to admit that 
on some points Sanskrit in 1500 B. c. had diverged more 
from the common Aryan type than Latin had in the time of 
Cicero. True, no method of calculation will enable us to 
fix the time when Sanskrit and Latin separated, but I be- 
lieve that, if on other than linguistic evidence that date 
were fixed at 10,000 B. c., the student of language would 
have no difficulty in accepting it. At that remote period 
the word ¢dt, whatever its origin may have been, must have 
been used so frequently already as to have assumed a 
merely formative and formal character, for it is in that for- 
mal character alone that we find it in Sanskrit, Greek, and 
Latin. Before, however, such a suffix as tat? became 
purely formal it must have had an independent and sub- 
stantial existence. It must have hada meaning, and that 
meaning, if we could discover it, would reveal to us the first 
truly historical germ of what we now call the conception of 
collective and abstract nouns. I am not myself a great be- 
liever in that microscopic analysis of grammatical suffixes 
and terminations with which Bopp and some of his follow- 
ers have made us familiar. If I am told as a fact that 
thas, the termination of the second person plural in San- 
skrit, the Latin tis, was originally a composition of tva-tv?, 
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thou and thou, what is stated as a fact seems to me to de- 
serve at the utmost the name of likelihood, and even likeli- 
hood in such cases seems often to dwindle down to mere 
possibility. Still the broad principle remains that, what- 
ever is now purely formal in language, must at some time 
or other have been substantial, though we may admit our 
inability to trace all formal elements, such as we find them, 
back to the earlier stratum of language whence they arose. 
We can easily read the origin of such suffixes in English as 
ship (friendship), dom (freedom), less (useless), full (use- 
ful) ; but when we come to ess (ful-ness), or zsh (foolish), 
we cannot dig deep enough to reach the soil from which 
they drew their life. 

With regard to the suffix tat’, Latin tas, tatis, English ty, 
one of the oldest Aryan suffixes for forming collective, and 
afterwards abstract nouns, I shall not venture to speak pos- 
itively as to its original purport. It has been explained by 
a very distinguished scholar as a combination of two suf- 
fixes, t@ and t/, which are used by themselves to form ab- 
stract nouns, and the origin of which would probably be 
referred to a demonstrative pronominal base. But it is 
curious, to say no more, that Indian grammarians should 
have derived their suflix ¢@t? from a root tan, to stretch, to 
extend, thus giving to this abstract suffix that very mean- 
ing, viz. stretching, succession, thread, series, which modern 
metaphysicians now wish to substitute for the collective and 
abstract nouns in ¢y. It is true, no doubt, that the correct 
derivative from tan, to stretch, would be in Sanskrit tatis, 
with a short a, which means a row, a series, a mass, or 
racis in Greek, which means tension ; but the formation of 
so ancient a word goes back to a period far beyond the 
reach of the grammatical laws of Sanskrit or Greek, and no 
serious objection to the etymology proposed by native 
scholars could be raised on that ground. 

Without, however, ascribing to that etymology more 
authority than it deserves, I thought it might be useful 
to mention it as likely to be of some interest to logicians. 
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If those who follow Mill and share with him his aversion to 
abstract nouns believe that by using such words as succes- 
sion, or thread of sensations, they have escaped from the 
dangerous spell of words in ty, they will see that the step 
from thread, series, succession of sensations to sensibility, 
or from a collective to an abstract noun, is not so great as 
they imagine. These words require a peg, and not a 
painted peg, to hang them on. The expressions thread, 
series, succession of sensations hang as much in the air as 
sensibility. To say that the Ego is the permanent possi- 
bility of feeling, and that our Mind is but a series of feel- 
ings, are both but new translations, different ways of saying 
that our Mind possesses feeling, or, as we used to say, has 
the faculty of feeling. Nay, as long as we bear in mind 
the original purport of collective and abstract nouns in ty, 
it would seem more straightforward and more English to 
say that the Mind possesses the faculty of feeling than to 
say that what we formerly used to call Mind or Ego, is 
“a, series of feelings, aware of itself as a series of feelings.” 


CHAPTER VI. 
ON THE ORIGIN OF CONCEPTS AND ROOTS. 


THE point at which we have now arrived is this: 
Taking language such as we find it and dissolving it 
into its constituent elements we can show that both 
dictionary and grammar are made up of nothing 
but — 

1. Predicative Roots, definite in sound, and 
expressive of general concepts ; 

2. Demonstrative Elements, likewise defi- 
nite in sound, but not conceptual in meaning. 

Leaving the demonstrative elements as unex- 
plained, except as possible remnants of an early ges- 
ture language in which objects are simply pointed at, 
but not conceived or described, we now turn to the 
most important of all questions, viz. How did Con- 
cepts arise, those very concepts which are expressed 
by our predicative roots ? 

The question of the origin of concepts, or of the 
orig of true relation between the singular and the 
theguen. general, is the cardinal question of all phi- 
Taetin of losophy. Feuerbach does not exaggerate 
philosophy. when he writes;! “The question as to the 
relation of the species to the individual is the most 
important and at the same time the most difficult 
question of human knowledge and philosophy. This 


1 Vorlesungen tiber das Wesen der Religion, p. 153; Gerber, Sprache 
und das Erkennen, p. 210. 
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may be clearly seen from the fact that the whole his- 
tory of philosophy really turns on it, and that the 
controversy between Stoics and Epicureans, Plato- 
nists and Aristotelians, Sceptics and Dogmatists in 
ancient times, and again of Nominalists and Realists 
in the Middle Ages, and of Idealists, Realists, and 
Empiricists in modern times always points to this 
problem. It is one of the most difficult questions, 
not only because philosophers, particularly the most 
modern, have by a most reckless use of words in- 
troduced infinite confusion into this matter, but also 
because the nature of language, and the nature of 
thought itself, which can in no way be sepa- 
rated from language, takes us captive and tricks 
us. For every word is general, so that many philoso- 
phers see in language itself, as being incapable of 
expressing what is singular, a proof that the singular 
and the sensuous is nothing.” 

It is impossible in this place to go back to ancient 
and mediaeval philosophy in order to examine the 
various views propounded on the origin of concepts. 
But it seems advisable to go back at least so far as 
Locke and Berkeley and Hume will carry us, who 
took up this question anew, and on whose reasonings 
most of what is now held of concepts by historical 
students of philosophy will be found to depend. 

Beginning with Locke, I have often quoted the 
passage in which he speaks of general yo.46 on 
ideas as the distinguishing feature of man. fr" a 
“‘ This, I think, I may be positive in,” he ¥™* 
writes, in his “ Essay on Human Understanding,” bk. 
ies dit par- 10; 11, °“ that the power of abstract- 
ing isnot at all in beasts; and that the haying of 
general ideas is that which puts a perfect distinction 
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betwixt man and brutes, and is an excellency which 
the faculties of brutes do by no means attain to. 
For, it is evident, we observe no footsteps in them 
of making use of general signs for universal ideas ; 
from which we have reason to imagine, that they 
have not the faculty of abstracting, or making general 
ideas, since they have no use of words, or any other 
general signs.” 

And a little further on: ‘“ And therefore, I think, 
we may suppose, that it is in this that the species of 
brutes are discriminated from man; and it is that 
proper difference wherein they are wholly separated, 
and which at last widens to so vast a distance. For, 
if they have any ideas at all, and are not bare ma- 
chines (as some would have them), we cannot deny 
them to have some reason. It seems as evident to 
me, that they do, some of them, in certain instances, 
reason as that they have sense; but it is only in partic- 
ular ideas, just as they have received them from their 
senses. ‘They are the best of them tied up within 
those narrow bounds, and have not, as I think, the 
faculty to enlarge them by any kind of abstraction.” 

But Locke does not only tell us that man possesses 
general ideas, and that these ideas are expressed by 
words, he also tries to explain how man came by 
such general ideas. In the third book of his “ Essay 
concerning Human Understanding” (cap. 3. par. 6) 
he writes: ‘* The next thing to be considered is, how 
general words come to be made. For since all things 
that exist are only particulars, how come we by 
general terms, or where find we those general natures 
they are supposed to stand for? Words become 
general by being made the signs of gen- 
eral ideas; and ideas become general by separat- 
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ing from them the circumstances of time and place 
and any other ideas that may determine them to this 
or that particular existence. By this way of abstrac- 
tion they are made capable of representing more indi- 
viduals than one, each of which having in it a con- 
formity to that abstract idea, is (as we call it) of 
that sort.” 

Instead of showing how Locke in this last passage 
takes really for granted what he promises ee 
to explain— for he neither explains how denying the 


2 A existence of 
we come into possession of words, nor how general 


we can separate from ideas the circum- 
stances of time and place and any other ideas that 
may determine them to this or that particular exist- 
ence —it seems preferable to adopt an_ historical 
course and to let Berkeley, Locke’s immediate suc- 
cessor, criticise these very passages. In one sense 
Berkeley’s great discovery, of which we shall have 
to speak presently, may seem to have been, if not 
anticipated, at all events prepared by Locke, where 
he says that “words become general by being made 
the signs of general ideas,” which Berkeley changed 
into ‘particular ideas become general by having a 
word attached to them.” But Berkeley saw that be- 
fore speaking of, or inquiring into the origin of gen- 
eral ideas, it was necessary to prove at all events 
their existence, and in doing this he arrived at the 
conviction that there is no such thing as a general 
idea, or, as he sometimes says, abstract general idea. 
In order to understand Berkeley’s argument we 
must keep in mind that with him, as with Locke, 
idea meant percept, and was therefore always par- 
ticular. In some places he does not deny absolutely 
that there are general ideas (which, however, he pre- 
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fers to call notions!) or universal ideas;? what 
he denies is that there are abstract general ideas? 

All that we call knowledge consists, according to 
Berkeley, of 1. ideas actually imprinted on the 
senses, and they are all particular; or 2. ideas per- 
ceived by attending to the passions and operations 
of the mind; and 8. ideas formed by help of memory 
and imagination. The spirit, as it perceives ideas, 
is called the understanding, as it operates about 
them, the will (i. p. 169). The first and second 
class are what we call percepts, external, if 
caused by the senses, internal, if caused by the 
passions. The third class comprises some of our 
concepts, only that with us their formation is 
generally ascribed to the intellect, and not, as here, 
simply to memory. The former (1 and 2) are some- 
times called presentations, the latter repre- 
sentations. In Locke’s language, class 1 and 2 
would contain Simple ideas of sentient reflection, 
class 3 Complex ideas. In Hume’s language, 
class 1 and 2 correspond to Impressions, class 3 
to Ideas,! the former more lively than the latter, 
according both to Hume and Berkeley.’ 

“Tf we will annex a meaning to our words,” 
Berkeley says,® ‘and speak only of what we can con- 
ceive, I believe we shall acknowledge that an idea 
which, considered in itself, is particular, becomes 
general not by abstraction, but by being made to 
represent or stand for all other particular ideas of 
the same sort. To make this plain by an example, 


1 Berkeley’s Works, edit. Fraser, vol. i. p. 146, note 17 ; p. 230, note 
30. 

2 Ibid. p. 147. 8 Ibid. p. 144. 4 Ibid. p. 155, note 1. 

5 Ibid. p. 170. 6 Ibid. p. 144. 
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suppose a geometrician is demonstrating the method of 
cutting a line in two equal parts. He draws, for in- 
stance, a black line of an inch in length. This, which 
in itself is a particular line, is nevertheless with regard 
to its signification general, since, as it is there used, 
it represents all particular lines whatsoever; so what 
is demonstrated of it, is demonstrated of all lines, or, 
in other words, of a line in general. And,as that 
particular line becomes general by being made 
a sign, so the name ‘line,’ which taken absolutely 
is particular, by being a sign, is made general. And 
as the former owes its generality not to its being the 
sign of an abstract or general line, but of all partic- 
ular right lines that may possibly exist, so the latter 
must be thought to derive its generality from the 
same cause, namely, the various particular lines 
which it indifferently denotes.” 

According to Berkeley therefore we may reason 
(discourse) about general ideas, or notions as he 
then prefers to call them, such as length, for instance, 
without any reference to breadth, but we can never 
form an abstract idea, but only a particular idea, 
standing for. many other particular ideas. Locke 
already had admitted that it was difficult to form 
the general idea of a triangle, for instance, for it 
must be neither oblique nor rectangle, neither 
equilateral, equicrural, nor scalene, but all and none 
of them at once.!_ Berkeley, however, went further. 
He denied altogether the possibility of such general 
ideas, and declined ‘to even dispute with any man 
who pretends to have the faculty of framing in his 
mind such an idea of a triangle.” (Works, vol. i. p. 
146.) 


1 Essay concerning Human Understanding, iv. 7, 9. 
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After showing that the process of abstraction, as 
described by philosophers, has no real existence ex- 
cept in the schools, that no man ever takes the ideas 
of Peter, and James, and by leaving out their stat- 
ure, the color of their hair and eyes, and all that is 
peculiar to each, arrives at the idea of man, Berkeley 
proceeds to show that if there had been no such 
thing as speech or universal signs, there would never 
have been any thought of abstraction at all. To 
a certain extent this had been foreseen by Locke 
when he says that “‘ general names are necessary, if 
not to the being, yet at least to the completing of a 
species.” 1 But Berkeley speaks far more decidedly. 
That there ever was such a thing as an abstract 
idea to which a name was to be attached, he stoutly 
denies, and if we take idea in the sense in which 
he takes it, we cannot but admit that he was right. 

If we take abstraction, ddaipecis, In its original 

_ sense, then Berkeley too has nothing to say 
Berkeley's = . 
accountof against it. In paragraph 10 he says:? “I 
abetmetie® find indeed I have a faculty of imagining or 
representing to myself the ideas of those particular 
things I have perceived, and of variously compound- 
ing and dividing them. I can imagine a man with 
two heads, or the upper parts of a man joined to the 
body of a horse. I can consider the hand, the eye, 
the nose, each by itself abstracted or separated from 
the rest of the body. But then, whatever hand or 
eye I imagine, it must have some particular shape 
and color. Likewise the idea of man that I frame 
to myself must be either of a white, or a black, or a 


1 L. c. iii. 6, 39. 
2 Introd. to Treatise concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge, 
ed. Fraser, vol. i. p. 142, and p. 158. 
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tawny, a straight, or a crooked, a tall, or a low, or a 
middle-sized man.” 

In all this Berkeley is perfectly right ; and though 
in his manner of accounting for the origin of what 
people in his time called abstract ideas he seems to 
me to go utterly wrong, yet this is simply due to 
his not having the guidance of the Science of Lan- 
guage. With that reservation, his remarks are ex- 
cellent, and would deserve even now to be written in 
letters of gold on the title-page of every book on the 
origin of general ideas. No one saw more clearly 
than Berkeley that the source of a belief in abstract 
general ideas must be discovered in language. “If 
there had been no such thing as speech,” he writes, 
‘or universal signs, there never had been any thought 
of abstraction.”! Andagain:? “It is found an im- 
practicable thing to lay aside the word, and retain 
the abstract idea in the mind.” 

According to Berkeley, then, “ what we call ab- 
stract general ideas are nothing but particular ones, 
to which a certain term has been annexed which gives 
them a more extensive signification and makes them 
recall upon occasion other individuals which are simi- 
lar to them.” 

It is so difficult to give an accurate account of 
Berkeley’s views without using his ipsissima 
verba, that I subjoin here a few of his classical 
passages : — 

“ Locke asks, ‘Since all things that exist are only 
particulars, how came we by general names?’ His 
answer is: ‘ Words become general by being made 
the signs of general ideas.’ To this I cannot assent, 
being- of opinion that a word becomes general by 

1 Works, vol. i. p. 149. 2 [bid. vol. i. p. 153. 
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being made the sign, not of an abstract general idea, 
but of several particular ideas, any one of which it 
indifferently suggests to the mind.” ! 

‘s By observing how ideas become general, we may 
the better judge how words are made so. And here 
it is to be noted that I do not deny absolutely there 
are general ideas, but only that there are any ab- 
stract general ideas; for, in the passages we have 
quoted wherein there is mention of general ideas, it 
is always supposed that they are formed by abstrac- 
tion, after a manner set forth in sections 8 and 9. 
Now, if we will annex a meaning to our words, and 
speak only of what we can conceive, I believe we 
shall acknowledge that an idea which, considered in 
itself, is particular, becomes general by being made 
to represent or stand for all other particular ideas of 
the same sort.”2.... 

“Tt is agreed on all hands that the qualities or 
modes of things do never really exist each of them 
apart by itself, and separated from all others, but 
are mixed, as it were, and blended together, several 
in the same object. But, we are told, the mind 
being able to consider each quality singly, or ab- 
stracted from those other qualities with which it is 
united, does by that means frame to itself abstract 
ideas. For example, there is perceived by sight an 
object extended, colored, and moved: this mixed or 
compound idea the mind resolving into its simple, 
constituent parts, and viewing each by itself, exclu- 
sive of the rest, does frame the abstract ideas of 
extension, color, and motion. Not that it is possible 
for color or motion to exist without extension; but 


1 Introduction to Principles of Human Knowledge, § 11. 
2 Loe cle 
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only that the mind can frame to itself by abstrac- 
tion the idea of color exclusive of extension, and of 
motion exclusive of both color and extension.” ! 

‘** And as the mind frames to itself abstract ideas 
of qualities or modes, so does it (it is thought), by the 
same precision or mental separation, attain abstract 
ideas of the more compounded beings which include 
several coexistent qualities. For example, the mind 
haying observed that Peter, James, and John resem- 
ble each other in certain common agreements of 
shape and other qualities, leaves out of the complex 
or compounded idea it has of Peter, James, and any 
other particular man, that which is peculiar to each, 
retaining only what is common to all, and so makes 
an abstract idea wherein all the particulars equally 
partake — abstracting entirely from and cutting off 
all those circumstances and differences which might 
determine it to any particular existence. And after 
this manner it is said we come by the abstract idea 
of man, or, if you please, humanity, or human 
nature ; wherein it is true there is included color, 
because there is no man but has some color, but then 
it can be neither white, nor black, nor any particular 
color, because there is no one particular color wherein 
all men partake. So likewise there is included 
stature, but then it is neither tall stature, nor low 
stature, nor yet middle stature, but something ab- 
stracted from all these. And so of the rest. More- 
over, there being a great variety of other creatures 
that partake in some parts, but not all, of the com- 
plex idea of man, the mind, leaving out those parts 
which are peculiar to men, and retaining those only 
which are common to all the living creatures, frames 

Liles 0.S.te 
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the idea of animal, which abstracts not only from 
all particular men, but also all birds, beasts, fishes, 
and insects. The constituent parts of the abstract 
idea of animal are body, life, sense, and spontaneous 
motion. By body is meant body without any par- 
ticular shape or figure, there being no one shape or 
figure common to all animals, without covering, either 
of hair, or feathers, or scales, etc., nor yet naked: 
hair, feathers, scales, and nakedness being the distin- 
guishing properties of particular animals, and for that 
reason left out of the abstract idea. Upon the 
same account the spontaneous motion must be neither 
walking, nor flying, nor creeping; it is nevertheless 
a motion, but what that motion is it is not easy to 
conceive. 

“TI readily agree with Locke that the faculties of 
brutes can by no means attain to abstraction. But 
then if this be made the distinguishing property of 
that sort of animals, I fear a great many of those 
that pass for men must be reckoned into their num- 
ber. The reason that is here assigned why we have 
no grounds to think brutes have abstract general 
ideas is, that we observe in them no use of words or 
any other general signs; which is built on this sup- 
position —that the making use of words implies the 
having of general ideas. From which it follows that 
men who use language are able to abstract or gener- 
alize their ideas.” ! ... 

Hume, as we saw, calls this “ one of the greatest 


and most valuable discoveries that has been 
Hume on 


general made of late years in the republic of let- 
: ters,” * and there is no doubt that it marked 
> SS Pa een i @ 


2 Hume’s Treatise on Human Nature, ed. Green, vol. i. p- 825. 
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a considerable advance in the progress of philosophic 
thought. If all ideas are, as Hume holds, but weaker 
impressions, we can have neither impressions nor 
ideas of anything that does not exist. Now a trian- 
gle in general, which has no precise proportion of 
sides and angles, cannot exist, neither can we have 
any impression of it, whether lively or weak. But 
we can call one figure possessing three angles a tri- 
angle, and we can then use that name for every 
possible triangle, whatever its peculiar features may 
be. Thus “triangle”? becomes a general term, and 
is supposed, though wrongly, to express a general 
abstract idea. The word when heard raises up an 
individual idea, along with what Hume calls a cer- 
tain custom. 

The result therefore obtained by the combined 
efforts of Locke, Berkeley, and Hume is this, that a 
general is nothing but a particular idea annexed to a 
general term, that is, to a term which, from a cus- 
tomary conjunction, has a relation to many other 
particular ideas and readily recalls them in the im- 
agination.! 

If in tracing the various views held by modern 
philosophers on the origin of concepts I do A egl 
not go beyond Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, losophers. 
it is because I doubt whether any real ad- 
vance has been made beyond the point which they 
have reached. On the contrary, when we see how 
recent philosophers of recognized authority explain 
the process of representative consciousness, it would 
seem that there had been retrogression rather than 
progress, and certainly an inexcusable ignoring of 


1 L.¢., p. 330. Was something like this in Aristotle’s mind when he 
said, dduvarbv voeiy dvev pavtacias (431 a. 17, 449 b. 30)? 
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what those three great thinkers had achieved. Thus 
Dr. Mansel describes that process as if Hume had 
never written his *“ Treatise on Human Nature,” and 
as if all difficulties which he and his predecessors 
tried to grapple with had altogether vanished. ‘The 
mind,” he says, “recognizes the impression which a 
tree makes on the retina of the eye; this is presenta- 
tive consciousness. It then depicts it. From many 
such pictures it forms a general notion, and to that 
notion it at last appropriatesa name. These three 
acts together constitute thought, or representative 
consciousness.” 

How different is this assurance from the careful 
and timid steps with which Locke, Berkeley, and 
Hume approached this most difficult of all philosoph- 
ical problems ! 

But though we may admire the keen observation 
Whenee  @nd scrutiny which Locke, Berkeley, and 
‘eat Hume in succession applied to the work- 
ene ings of their own minds when engaged in 
the production of general abstract ideas, rightly or 
wrongly so called, we cannot help wondering that in 
their solution of the problem they should have over- 
looked the question, whence come those terms which 
are applied at first to particular, and afterwards to 
what are called general ideas? How is it that when 
I see Peter I call him man, and when I see James I 
call him man, till at last I call thousands and mil- 
lions not by the name of Peters and Jameses, but by 
the same name of man, or in the plural men, and 
speak of mankind as comprehending all that can 
be called man? Unless this can be explained, unless 
we can account for that curious instrument, the word, 
by which a particular is raised into what is called a 
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general idea, we should really have gained very little 
by what Hume calls one of the greatest discoveries 
in the republic of letters. 

Berkeley was bold enough to declare that the pro- 
cess by which the schools suppose that abstract ideas 
were formed is pure imagination, “ that no man ever 
takes the ideas of Peter and James, and by leaving 
out their stature, the color of their hair and eyes, 
and all that is peculiar to each, arrives at the idea of 
man.” No honest thinker will deny that, for no one 
will ever catch himself performing that process. 

And yet we all possess something which we call 
abstract ideas and abstract terms. We know that 
“John” is different from “ man;” that “ John,” or 
“ John Knox,” is the name of one individual only, 
while “man” is applicable to a great many indi- 
viduals. 

Now if we ask ourselves, how we ourselves came 
to the general idea and the general term 

. How chil- 
man, the answer is easy enough. We learnt aren learn 
the name as children; we received it ready ssi 
made, we did not make it. Something was pointed 
out to us as man, and we said man at first of one in- 
dividual, and afterwards of other individuals who 
were like the first man. Thus what at first denoted 
one individual, denoted in time a great many similar 
individuals. But the connotation of the term and 
the sphere of the idea were originally extremely 
vague. To many a child man would connote beard, 
or wearing of spectacles, or wearing of trousers. 
That man should connote rationality or sex or age 
would be far beyond a child’s horizon. Still all these 
attributes will in time be included under the name 
of man, till at last the child, having himself grown 
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into a man, gets a complete connotation or perfect 
definition of the word man. 

All this has been explained over and over again, 
ee but with all this the real question has 
formed hardly been touched, namely how the word 
oe man was first formed, and how from the 
very first it was formed as a general term. This 
question can be answered -by the Science of Lan- 
guage only, which shows us that in forming the word 
man-u-s, man, our ancestors combined the root 
MAN, to measure, to think, in its secondary form 
man-u, with a demonstrative element s, expressing 
thereby no more than “think-here.” This was a 
proposition, at first a singular proposition, but being 
capable of being repeated and applied to many in- 
dividuals, of every one of whom it could be said 
‘*think-here,” it would naturally become a general 
proposition. The word Manu-s being repeated, or, 
by an abbreviated process, being put in the plural, 
manu-as, would ipso facto become a general 
term, but a general term, so to say, of the second de- 
gree. Manu-s, in the singular, was already a gen- 
eral term, because it predicated an act, which is an 
attribute. It was not a mere sign, chalked as it were 
on one person, not an unmeaning proper name, but 
a predicative name, and as such applicable to all who 
possessed the same attribute, or performed the same 
act. It was a general term of the first degree. 

If the Science of Language has proved anything, it 
Rodent has proved that every term which is ap- 
was a gen- plied to a particular idea or object, unless 

it be a proper name, is already a general 
term. Man meant originally anything that could 
think ; serpent anything that could creep; fruit 
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anything that could be eaten. If therefore, according 
to Berkeley, these general terms explain the origin 
of general ideas, what explains the origin of these 
general terms? Here is the question that has to be 
solved, or, we should rather say, that has been solved 
by the Science of Language, and which the Science 
of Thought has only to utilize. Our own analysis of 
what passes within us led us to the admission that 
percepts, concepts, and names, though distinguish- 
able, are inseparable. We arrived, in fact, in our 
own way at the same conclusion as Berkeley, that 
concepts are impossible without names, and names 
without concepts. He said that general abstract 
ideas by themselves are impossible; we found that 
concepts, which is our term for what Berkeley calls 
general abstract ideas, were never realized except in 
names. But whereas he considered the imposition 
of a name as simply a kind of second thought, we 
recognized it as a natural development in the forma- 
tion of thought. 

Instead, however, of mere assertion on one side or 
the other, the true method of solving this wo.as im- 
problem is the analysis of the only tangible PHM con. 
material that is before us, namely the anal- °?"* 
ysis of words, in which alone concepts become real- 
ized, or by which, as Berkeley held, singular ideas 
were juggled into abstract general ideas. 

Let us then always remember that in analyzing 
language we found that its constituent elements were 
predicative and demonstrative roots. This is a fact, 
not an hypothesis, and it shows us that all words, so 
far from being, as Berkeley supposed, the means of 
forming general ideas, presuppose their existence in 
the shape of roots. 
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With the same right with which the native gram- 
marians of India denied the actuality of roots except 
in words, we may deny with Berkeley the actuality 
of concepts, except in words. But if roots are the 
real material of words, and not mere fancies or ab- 
stractions, concepts also can no longer be treated as 
mere fancies or abstractions, but will have to be rec- 
ognized as an integral phase in the growth of thought 
from percepts to concepts, and from concepts to 
words. 

All or nearly all the roots of Sanskrit, or rather of 
Rootsexpress the Aryan family in general, express, as we 
ao5) shall see, acts, and more particularly the 
commonest acts performed by members of a primi- 
tive society, such as digging, cutting, rubbing, pull- 
ing, striking, platting, weaving, sowing, rowing, 
marching, etc. So far the study of language had led 
us, but no further. We must now show that the con- 
sciousness of every one of these acts, if only named 
by a conscious actor, would constitute at once a per- 
fect concept. The root KHAN, for instance, conveys 
the concept, or the general abstract idea of digging, 
and the very existence of such a root shows that, at 
a very early time, the problem of the creation of a 
concept or a general idea had been solved. It was 
neither more nor less than the consciousness of a 
repeated act. But this leaves us still perplexed by 
the same question which Berkeley also was unable 
to solve, when he declared that a general abstract 
idea was nothing but a singular idea with a name 
attached to it, —namely, whence that name ? whence 
the sound KHAN with which the repeated act of 
digging is signed, and by which alone the conscious- 
ness of that act is raised into a concept, i. e. a name? 
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Every kind of attempt has been made to show 
either how first a concept was formed and then a 
name attached to it, or how a name was formed first 
and then attached to a concept; but the conviction 
became only stronger and stronger that if concepts 
could not exist without names, neither could names 
without concepts, and in spite of the most astound- 
ing mental gymnastics, no one has yet succeeded in 
vaulting over this dilemma. 

It was Noiré who first showed clearly the absurdity 
of all such attempts. So faras I can judge, xis the 
he has proved convincingly that it is impos- 93,05 i 
sible to separate the two questions how con- °°. 
cepts are framed and how they are named, for the 
simple reason, as he had shown, that no concept can 
be framed without a name, and no name can be 
framed without a concept. These two questions 
must therefore be treated as one, and must be an- 
swered as one, and it is only by the combined help 
of the Science of Language and the Science of 
Thought that we can ever hope for a really satis- 
factory answer. 

If I say that Noiré was the first to propound this 
view, I only mean that he was the first to show 
the full importance of it. We live so much in the 
same intellectual atmosphere that it is almost impos- 
sible to say who was the first to discover any new 
truth. The truth is in the air, and the real dis- 
coverer is not he who first gets an inkling of it, but 
he who perceives and explains the full bearing of it. 
Nor does the question of priority ever arise among 
true men of science and seekers after truth. They 
rejoice if a new truth is born into the world, they 
little care by whom. Thus Prantl, the author of the 
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classical ‘ Geschichte der Logik,” wrote in his “ Re- 
formgedanken zur Logik” (1875, p. 162): “The 
thoughtful language of man must not be considered 
as being composed of a physical body of sound and 
something conceptual and spiritual, but as an insepa- 
rable essential unity. By this view of thought, as a 
manifestation of a form inseparable from language, 
the whole articulation and systematic treatment of 
Logic must be considerably affected.” Nothing could 
have been a more welcome confirmation of what I 
had myself maintained for so many years than these 
words coming from the most competent of judges, 
the Historian of Logic. 

Professor Lazarus also has pointed out that differ- 
ent sounds naturally accompany the earliest occupa- 
tions of primitive man, and supply the simplest ma- 
terials of language. Silence, he says, is unnatural. 
“ Kvery change which man himself operates in na- 
ture, all his working and making, his shaping and 
creating of tools, weapons, and ornaments, is followed 
by tones. In the formation of speech, creative acts 
are so important an element by the side of intuition, 
because the categories of apperception, proceeding 
from our own formative acts, are subjective, arising 
from our own personality, and as such opposed to 
the things themselves.”+ He also explains the in- 
telligibility of these sounds by their being uttered 
in common by members of the same family or clan2 

To Noiré, however, belongs undoubtedly the merit 
of having staked his all on the truth or falsehood of 
this doctrine, and it will therefore be necessary to 


1 Lazarus, ‘‘ Sprache,’’ in Schmid’s Encyclopaedie des Gesammten Ercie- 
hungs- und Unterrichtswesens, B. xi. p. 18. 
2 Lazarus, 1. ¢., p. 18. 
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enter more fully into his philosophical system in or- 
der to understand the position which he takes with 
regard to the problem of the simultaneous origin of 
concepts and words. ‘Though this will interrupt for 
a moment the thread of our argument, it will not 
really turn our interest away from the points at 
issue. On the contrary, it will teach us a most im- 
portant lesson, namely, how closely our problem and 
all the problems of the science of language are con- 
nected with the great historical problems of philoso- 
phy in general. 

What distinguishes Noiré from most living philos- 
ophers is his strong feeling for the history yoi.5 phi. 
of philosophy. There is in all his writings 1°?" 
the warmest sympathy with the past, an unbroken 
consciousness, as it were, of the thoughts of the great- 
est thinkers of the world, so far as they have deter- 
mined his own thoughts. He is never anxious to 
impress us with the fact that his thoughts are quite 
his own, quite original, and his system quite a new 
system. He knows too well what has been said before 
him on the old questions which disturb our own phil- 
osophical atmosphere, whether by the ancient philos- 
ophers of Greece, or by the schoolmen, or by any 
of the great leaders of philosophic thought, from 
Descartes to Kant. He never announces as a new 
discovery what may be read in every Manual of the 
History of Philosophy. He never indulges in the 
excited language of the raw recruit with whom every 
little skirmish is to rank as one of the great battles 
of thought. History is to him a long experience, 
which makes us modest, tolerant, and averse to all 
dogma and finality. He knows and feels that the 
roots of his own system go back to Schopenhauer and 
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Kant, to Leibniz, Spinoza, and Descartes, and it is 
with a full consciousness of what he owes to every one 
of his intellectual ancestors that he takes his own po- 
sition on the high road of philosophic thought. On 
the tower built up to a certain height by others he 
rears his own story, and he invites us to see whether 
it does not command a wider and clearer view than 
the loopholes of his predecessors. If there is evolu- 
tion anywhere, it is surely in philosophy, and a phi- 
losophy without antecedents is like a tree without 
roots. To Noiré the historical leaders in metaphys- 
ical speculation during the last four centuries are 
living powers, ever present to his mind, with whom 
he parleys and whom he honors even when he differs 
from them. 

Thus when he has to define the point from which 
he himself starts in approaching the great 
questions of our time, and more particularly 
the questions of the origin of reason and language, 
he appeals to Descartes, the founder of modern meta- 
physics. What separated Descartes from the philos- 
ophy of the Middle Ages and made him the spring of 
a new stream of thought, was his starting from the 
subjective side of thought, and assigning to cognition 
the first place among philosophical problems. He 
taught us first to ask How we know, before we ask 
W hat we know. Every system of philosophy, there- 
fore, which plunges into the mysteries of nature 
without having grappled first with the mysteries of 
thought, the system of natural evolution not excepted, 
is pre-Cartesian and mediaeval. 

3ut Descartes, through breaking the fetters of 
many of the traditional ideas of the schoolmen, re- 
mained under the sway of others. He remained a 


Descartes. 


ee 
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Dualist, never doubting the independent existence of 
two separate worlds, the world of thought and the 
world of matter. The world of thought was given 
him in his Cogito, but the world of matter was a 
world by itself, totally different and apparently be- 
yond the reach of the Cogito. Mind with Descartes 
was a substance possessed of the property of thinking, 
using that word in its widest sense, so as to compre- 
hend perceiving, willing, imagining. Matter was a 
substance possessed of the property of extension, ex- 
tension comprehending the qualities of divisibility, 
form, and even motion. What could these two sub- 
stances have incommon? Having put them asunder, 
how was he to join them again? And, even if he 
had simply accepted them as joined, how was he to 
ascertain whether the knowledge which the mind 
possessed of matter was correct or not ? 

Descartes’ solution sounds strange to our ears, yet 
it can be translated into modern philosophic thought. 
He starts with the conception of God which he takes 
as impressed on his mind, and as his conception of 
God involves the conception of the most perfect Be- 
ing, Descartes considers that every possibility of error 
or phenomenal delusion in the world which God has 
created is ipso facto removed. ‘This step, which 
changed the uncompromising subjective scepticism 
with which Descartes begins his philosophy into an 
equally uncompromising dogmatism, was influenced 
no doubt by the theological atmosphere of his time. 
But we must guard against suspecting in it a conces- 
sion to the prejudices of his contemporaries, or, as 
many have done, a compromise with his own convic- 
tions. Every man, even the freest thinker, is a slave 
to the language in which he has been brought up. 
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He may break through some of its trammels, never 
through all, and to ascribe dishonesty to Descartes, 
because he based his faith in the truthfulness of our 
faculties on his faith in God as a perfect Being, is as 
unfair as to blame Bacon for his fanciful interpreta- 
tions of Greek myths. If we tried to translate the 
argument of Descartes into the phraseology of modern 
philosophy, we might do it in the words used by Dr. 
Martineau on the truthful character of our cognitions. 
“ Faith in the veracity of our faculties,” he writes, 
“if it means anything, requires us to believe that 
things are as they appear, that is, appear to the mind 
in the last and highest resort; and to deal with the 
fact that they only appear, as if it constituted an 
eternal exile from their reality, is to attribute lunacy 
to universal reason. ‘Trust in God as a perfect Be- 
ing,’ and ‘an unwillingness to attribute lunacy to 
universal reason,’ sound very different, but their in- 
tention is the same.” 

Noiré, though starting from the Cogito of Des- 
cartes as what is certain above everything else, devi- 
ates from him when he proceeds to cut the subject 
and object of knowledge asunder, and still more when 
he attempts to heal that wound by means of his Con- 
cursus divinus, which served as a panacea for all 
ailings both with Descartes and with his followers. 
One of the most distinguished Cartesians, Male- 
branche, went so far as to maintain that when our 
soul perceives, it is not influenced by outward objects, 
but by God only, calling forth in the soul the sensa- 
tions which we ascribe to the action of the material 
world; nay, he maintained that even when our soul 
wills, it does not act on the body, but God intervenes 
to produce the desired effect. This was a kind of 
Berkeleyism long before Berkeley. 
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At this point Noiré becomes to a certain extent 
Spinozistic. The very fact that the gulf 
between two heterogenous substances such 
as mind and matter cannot be bridged over, led Spi- 
noza to suppose that there was no such gulf, that 
there were not two substances, but one only, of which 
mind or matter, or rather thought and extension, 
were the inherent attributes. Body and soul being 
now regarded as the same substance under two as- 
pects, the problem of body acting on soul or soul on 
body vanished. Individual souls and bodies were 
considered as modes or modifications, whatever that 
may mean, of the one eternal substance, and every 
event in them as at the same time material and spir- 
itual. 

For a part and a very important part of his jour- 
ney Noiré goes hand in hand with Spinoza, and he 
carries away with him this permanent truth, that 
spirit can never be the product of matter (material- 
ism), nor matter the product of spirit (spiritualism), 
but that the two are inseparable, like two sides of 
one and the same substance. 

Noiré, however, parts company with Spinoza on 
the very question on which Leibniz di- 
verged from the great monistic thinker, 
namely, how all existing things, material or spiritual, 
could be explained as so-called modes of one eternal 
substance. What are these modes? whence did they 
arise? what would the eternal substances be without 
these modes? Such questions led Leibniz to postulate 
not one substance, like Spinoza, but an infinite num- 
ber of individual Monads. Each Monad was sup- 
posed to be a universe in itself, and each endowed 
with the two attributes of thought and force. The 


Spinoza. 


Leibniz. 
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two important steps which Leibniz made in advance 
of Spinoza were, according to Noiré, the recognition 
of the individual as ultimate, independent, and not 
derivative, and the recognition of force instead of 
mere extension. 

The escape from the “Ev xai wév is not so easy, 
however, to those who have once been under its 
spell, as Leibniz would have us believe. Nor did 
Leibniz himself by any means shake off the almost 
irrepressible longing of the human mind after the 
One, as the source of the Many. At first sight his 
Monads seem to form a real republic of small inde- 
pendent divinities, but not only is there for all of 
them a “ preéstablished harmony,” but in the end his 
monads are represented as created by one Monad, 
which itself is not created; that is to say, his Mon- 
ads cease to be true Monads. There is, as he says, 
“une unité primitive ou substance sim- 
ple originaire dont toutes les monades 
eréées ou derivatives sont des fulgura- 
tions continuelles, de moment en mo- 
ment.”1 Are these fulgurations a very real 
advance on Spinoza’s modes, and is it possible to 
speak of Monads, and then to represent them as cre- 
ated, that is as dependent and derivative? Let us 
hear what Noiré says on this point. 

‘‘ Spinoza’s doctrine,”’ he writes, “ received its nec- 
essary complement through Leibniz. That the In- 
finite alone exists and can be conceived by itself only, 
that all single phenomena are throughout dependent 
on the Eternal and the Infinite, that the two attri- 


1 Monadologie, par. 47. 


2 Einleitung und Begriindung einer monistischen Erkenntnisstheorie, p. 
126. 
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butes of substances, viz. extension and thought, can- 
not be given us by experience but must be conceived 
immediately, that our imagination misleads us when 
it attempts to count and measure where, according 
to their nature, counting and measuring are impossi- 
ble — all these were precious truths which, difficult 
to understand, could ripen and bear fruit at a much 
later time only.” 

“ The principle of individuality, however, remained 
entirely neglected in the philosophy of Spinoza. In- 
dividual beings are nothing but modifications, affec- 
tions of the One-and-All, the eternal and infinite God- 
World. But there can be no doubt that Nature is 
entirely founded on individuality, and higher knowl- 
edge as well as higher reality arises only through the 
combination of forces which were originally distinct. 
“Spinoza aurait raison, s’il n’y avait 
pas de monades.” In these words the opposi- 
tion of the philosophy of Leibniz to that of Spinoza 
is clearly pronounced.” 

What Noiré carries away from Leibniz are the 
M onadsg, or, as he prefers to call them, the Mona, 
leaving the Preéstablished Harmony in the same 
philosophical lumber-room with the Concursus 
divinus, and pronouncing no opinion on the ne- 
cessity of admitting beyond all individual monads 
one supreme or creative Monad, formerly called God. 

It is curious to observe this use of the name of 
God in the philosophical language of Des- y. name 
cartes, Malebranche, Spinoza and his con- %¢°* 
temporaries. When one knows what was the mean- 
ing of God, whether as applied to Jupiter or to 
Jehovah or to the Father, the different meanings as- 
signed to that word by mediaeval and modern philos- 
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ophers are sometimes rather startling. Descartes, 
when defining substance as that which requires for 
its existence the existence of nothing else, cannot 
help identifying that substance with God. 

Again, when speaking of the two created sub- 
stances, mind and matter, he represents them both 
as requiring for their existence nothing but God. 

When the next question arose, which occupied the 
thoughts of his immediate successors, Malebranche 
and Geulinx, namely, how mind can be brought in 
contact with matter, or know anything of matter, 
God is again called in. He, on the occasion of every 
physical process, is supposed to call up a correspond- 
ing idea in the mind, and then again, on the occasion 
of every act of will, to cause a corresponding move- 
ment of the body. 

This so-called occasionalism: was not philosophy, 
but simply the admission of a miracle. It therefore 
led to a natural reaction in the philosophy of Spinoza, 
who denies the possibility of two substances, and 
admits one substance only, with its two attributes 
of thought and extension. Now that substance which 
is infinite, is again identified with God. 

With Leibniz God assumes the character of a 
Monad of which all other monads are continual ful- 
gurations, something very different, it would seem, 
from the Lord God of Moses, and from God, the 
Father, of the New Testament. Still every philoso- 
pher has, no doubt, the right of defining what he 
means by God, and it is surprising that a man of 
Schopenhauer’s philosophical experience should not 
have seen this. He always argues as if he knew ex- 
actly what was meant by that word, though he never 
tells us; but when other philosophers speak either of 
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the Universe or of Providence as God, he takes them 
severely to task for predicating of God what cannot 
be predicated of his God. It would be different if 
Schopenhauer had simply stated that what Moses 
meant by Jehovah, or Homer by Zeus, was some- 
thing very different from what Spinoza, for instance, 
called Deus. In that case Spinoza would probably 
have replied that he was quite aware of that, but that 
he was only declaring what Moses or Homer had 
been worshipping ignorantly. What they called by 
the name of Jehovah, Zeus, or God was to them the 
solution of the same riddle which he tried to solve. 
They were all using keys, more or less perfect ; only 
every one thought that his key fitted better than any 
other key. Moses would probably have said to the 
prophets, that their Jehovah was not his. We know 
how loudly the Greeks declared that the Zeus of 
Socrates was not their Zeus. Still the intention was 
one and the same. And if they retained the old 
name, what was it more than what Dante did when 


he said (Purg. vi. 118), — 


‘¢O sommo Giove, che fosti in terra per noi crocifisso” ? 


But let us return to Noiré. Having settled his 
accounts with Leibniz, he has next to pass 
through the ordeal of Locke’s philosophy; 
and to defend his M ona from becoming mere tabula 
rasa, or as we, in these days of photography, should 
say, sensitive plates. In Locke’s philosophy there re- 
mained nothing but the perceiving subject as tabula 
rasa on one side, and on the other the objective 
world throwing its picture on the blank surface of 
the soul. Nothing was in the intellect except what 
had come into it through the senses, and if Leibniz 


ocke. 
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rejoined, No, nothing but the intellect itself, the 
next question clearly was, What then is the Intel- 
lect ? 

The answer was given from two opposite quar- 
Condiliae ters, by the philosophers of France and of 
and Kant. Germany. Penser c’est sentire was 
the answer of Condillac, La Mettrie, and Diderot. 
Kant’s answer was the ‘ Critik der reinen Vernunft,” 
in which he gave what is the only possible defini- 
tion of the intellect, namely, the defining and fixing 
of its true limits. What these limits are accord- 
ing to Kant, is by this time well known to all 
serious students of philosophy. Man can possess a 
knowledge of phenomena only; what lies beyond the 
phenomenal world is beyond his perception and con- 
ception. His own sensuous perception is determined 
by space and time, his mental conception by the 
categories. These forms of perception and concep- 
tion are, according to Kant, neither innate nor cog- 
nate, but inherent, inevitable, irremovable. They 
cannot be thought away. They are that without 
which thought could not be conceived as possible 
in man. They cannot therefore be the result of 
thought, but must be antecedent to all thought. 
They are the laws of sense, the laws of thought, the 
Sine qua non of all intellectual activity. 

Within this charmed cirele described by Kant the 
human intellect is safe; outside it, it becomes em- 
brangled in antinomies or inevitable contradictions. 
According to Kant we have on one side man, impris- 
oned within the walls of his senses and with no more 
freedom of movement than the categories or the 
chains of his intellect will allow him; on the other 
side we have a world of which we know nothing 
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except that it is, and that by its passing shadows it 
disturbs the repose of our prison. 

As for the prisoner, nothing that later philoso- 
phers have added has materially altered his position. 
Space and Time have remained what Kant was the 
first to prove them to be, necessary forms of our sen- 
suous intuition. The number of the categories has 
been criticised ; Schopenhauer, in particular, tried to 
prove that we need not admit more than one, the 
category of causality, as the one primary form of 
all human thought. But whether as primary or 
secondary forms of thought, they still remain as Kant 
established them, whether as the chains or as the 
wings of the human mind. 

So much about the subject or the Monon. What 
now about the objects or the Mona? Ac gunopen- 
cording to Kant we can know nothing of ' 
them as they are by themselves, for the simple 
reason that to know does not mean to know things 
as they are by themselves (Ding an sich), but 
as they are to us. Dissatisfied with this con- 
clusion, later philosophers, such as Fichte, Schelling, 
and Hegel, have tried hard to establish the possi- 
bility of absolute knowledge, but after years of 
hopes and illusions, the philosophical world seems 
now to have returned again to the more humble but 
impregnable position which Kant occupied. The 
only real progress beyond Kant is that made by 
Schopenhauer, and accepted by Noiré. According 
to Schopenhauer, our only knowledge of anything 
existing outside us is derived from our knowledge of 
the existence of our Self, and that involves not only 
being, but conscious being, resisting, or, as he pre- 
fers to call it, willing. If therefore we say that the 
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Non-Ego or the Ding an sich exists, we say at 
the same time that it exists as something willing, 
resisting, and, if not actually, at least potentially, 
conscious. We know no other kind of being, and 
therefore cannot predicate any other. As we are to 
others so others must be to us; the Non-Ego like the 
Ego, the Ego like the Non-Ego. This is Schopen- 
hauer’s position which Kant might well have ac- 
cepted without any further change in the structure 
of his system, which Noiré accepts, and which, with 
certain modifications, I myself accept all the more 
willingly, because, as we shall see, it was borrowed 
by Schopenhauer from the philosophy of the Veda. 

After Noiré, in following the development of phil- 
ae osophic thought through the last four 
and its two centuries, has thus arrived at his Mona, 

* he no longer asks, What is matter? and, 
What is intellect? but, What is essential in order 
to explain the whole of the subjective and objec- 
tive evolution of the world? Like Descartes, like 
Spinoza, like Leibniz, he requires two attributes 
only, but he defines them differently from his pred- 
ecessor, namely, as motion and sensation. Out 
of these materials he builds up his universe, or rather, 
taking the universe as he finds it, he traces it back 
through a long course of evolution to these simple 
beginnings. As Goethe said, “No spirit without 
matter, no matter without spirit,” Noiré says, “ No 
sensation without motion, no motion without sensa- 
tion.” 

According to these two attributes, philosophy has 
to deal with two streams of evolution, the subjective 
and the objective. Neither of them can be said to 
be prior. On the one hand it may be said that mo- 
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tion precedes sensation, because it is motion that 
causes vibration, and vibration of a conscious monon 
is sensation. I see, I hear, I feel, I taste, I smell, all 
these, translated into the highest and most general 
language, mean I am set in motion, I vibrate. But 
on the other hand, motion can only be said to exist 
really, where there is sensation of it. It presupposes 
sensation, for it means something which is nothing 
except in relation to something else, and that some- 
thing else capable of perceiving. The two streams 
of evolution run parallel, or, more correctly, the two 
are one stream, looked at from two opposite shores. 

Taking the subjective aspect first, Noiré shows 
how sensation begins in its lowest form as a gupjcctive 
mere disturbance or irritation. But every Pyolution. 
quarrel requires two people, and thus even this ir- 
ritation presupposes something that reacts against 
something else, some force which is conservatrix 
sui. It is that power of reacting against foreign 
disturbance and not being simply pushed aside by it 
or annihilated, that constitutes the beginning of all 
sensation. Sensation arises in fact from motion and 
conscious reaction. 

If we define every kind of sensation as conscious 
reaction or vibration, we are enabled by the discov- 
eries of physical science to determine the different 
kinds of sensation by the number of vibrations acting 
within a given time on certain specially receptive 
organs, Let the line A B represent the yo'so part 
of a second, let each straight line ( | ) represent 
4,000,000,000 vibrations, and each curved line (V) 
one vibration. Then, disturbed and set to vibrate in 
unison with these vibrations, the eye within this p55 
part of a second would see red, the skin would per- 
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ceive about 31° of heat (Centigrade), and the ear 
would hear the tone of e!!’’.1 


Lieut. A HAO 
cle a HAOHHUBHHGA F ae 


While one Monon thus maintains itself against 
the inroads of another, or in reality of an infinite 
number of Mona, it vibrates. It asserts itself by 
vibration, i. e. by a constant and regularly repeated 
attempt to maintain itself against foreign inroads. 
Vibration in the highest sense is a struggle for exist- 
ence, a struggle between being and not-being. While 
one Monon has for one moment to yield, and as it 
were to surrender some of the space which belonged 
to itself, it recognizes in the very act of yielding the 
existence of something else, able to disturb, but un- 
able to annihilate ; so that when we say of something 
that it exists, what we really mean is that it resists, 
and that for a moment it is where we were before, 
while our own existence is proved by our recovering 
the ground which for a moment we had lost. 

And here begins the first glimmering of what is 
called the category of causality, better perhaps the 
category of objectivity. It is true that a vibration by 
itself tells nothing of an object, but we are so consti- 
tuted that we must look upon every vibration, not 
simply as a status, but as caused by something; and 
by fixing that something outside ourselves we trans- 
late disturbances, irritations, or vibrations into the 
perception of a cause or of an object. This shows 

1 Cf, Noiré, Grundlegung, p. 50. 
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that no perception can be entirely passive, as many 
philosophers supposed, to whom perceiving was simply 
suffering or being passive. Thus Malebranche said: 
‘In the same manner as the faculty of receiving dif- 
ferent figures and configurations in the body is en- 
tirely passive, and involves no action whatever, the 
faculty also of receiving different ideas and different 
modifications in the mind is entirely passive, and in- 
volves no action whatever. I call this faculty, or this 
capacity which the mind possesses of receiving all 
those things, the understanding (1’entendement).” 
We hold, on the contrary, that every impression is 
received and perceived by our resistance, and every 
resistance is naturally active, and, on the part of a 
self-conscious Monon, self-conscious. We suffer, no 
doubt, in seeing and hearing, but we suffer because 
we are able to resist. 

With this sensuous, but not entirely sensuous, per- 
ception begins, according to Noiré, that subjective 
evolution of thought, from the lowest to the highest 
point, which forms the chief part of his philosophy. 

We need not dwell here on his views on objective 
evolution, though they contain many sUug- opjective 
gestions which the followers of Darwin Pvt 
would find extremely useful. Schopenhauer, as is 
well known, expressed a strong aversion to the theory 
of evolution when in Germany it tried to pose as 
real philosophy. “ What has philosophy to do with 
becoming?” he wrote; “it ought to try to under- 
stand being.” Noiré, however, is a thorough Dar- 
winian in principle, though in detail he follows Robert 
Mayer rather than Charles Darwin. He looks upon 
the struggle for life, the old woAcuos rarip mavtwv, the 
bellum omnium contra omnes, on the sur- 
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vival of the fittest, on natural selection, influence 
of environment, as important, but only concomitant 
agencies, while he places the true source of evolution 
in what he, with Schopenhauer, calls the Will, i.e. 
the subjective form of what, when it appears objec- 
tively, we call Force. He holds with Mayer, and 
with Kant, that there is but one force of Nature 
under different forms, itself eternal and unchangeable, 
and he recognizes in whatever we perceive, that is, 
in all that we know of nature, whether in the form 
of light, heat, sound, or anything else, nothing but 
variations of motion. That motion may be changed, 
but it can never be lost. Everything in nature, even 
organic life, is looked upon as a purely mechanical 
process, though it is fully admitted that Science has 
not yet mastered the most difficult of all problems, 
the explanation of life as a mechanical porcess. 

But while we may leave Noiré’s views on objec- 
tive evolution, which he expounds under the title of 
Kinetics, to be examined by the students of phys- 
ical science, we have now to see how he treats the 
problem of subjective evolution to which he assigns 
the title of Aesthetics. 

For the study of Kinetics the field is immense; 
Materials it is the whole realm of nature, from the 


for the stud s . 
Mabie first motion of an atom to the revolutions 


tier Of - the solar system, from the formation of 
Aesthetics. the first cell to the birth of a human being. 
Here everybody who has eyes to see may see and 
work. Experience and experiment are the two tools, 
nature the never-failing material, for those who want 
to work out the problem of evolution in the objective 
world. 


But where is the material for the study of Aes- 
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thetics? Where are the documents in which to 
study the growth or history of the sentient subject? 
Must we be satisfied either with introspection, the 
most uncertain of all vivisectory experiments, in 
which he who dissects is at the same time he who is 
being dissected? Or can we hope to find all we 
want in that short period of growth which we call 
the history of the world, comprising no more than a 
few thousand years, filled with names of kings and 
battles rather than with an account of the silent 
growth of the mind? No wonder that men accus- 
tomed to deal with facts and to base their theories 
upon them, should turn away with dismay from men- 
tal science in which facts are so scanty, and almost 
every fact can be disputed, and that a study of sub- 
jective evolution should seem to become more and 
more hopeless the greater the achievements in the 
study of objective evolution. 

And yet while philosophers complained about the 
scarcity or total absence of trustworthy ma- 
terials, there were old archives brimful of eas ee tale 

. Nature. 

them, if people would only see them, open 
them, and read them. We often wonder how people 
could have been so blind as not to see that the his- 
tory of the earth was to be read in every bit of coal, 
and in every flake of flint; and yet all mental philos- 
ophy has hitherto been struck with the same blind- 
ness. Noiré is in fact the first philosopher by pro- 
fession who has perceived what students of the 
Science of Language, more particularly Geiger, had 
pointed out again and again, that the oldest archives 
of the history of the mind are contained in language, 
that language is the embodiment of mind, and that 
in the innumerable languages of the human race the 
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students of mental science may find materials as rich 
and as real as any that nature supplies to the student 
of physical science. Nor have we only the surface 
of the living languages of the day in which to study 
the last results of that unbroken growth which be- 
gins with the first conscious sensation. We possess _ 
in the so-called dead languages petrifications of former 
stages of that growth, and we can discover by a care- 
ful analysis the very cells of thought in the roots 
shared in common by the great families of speech. 
The true history of the human mind is the history 
of language; the true philosophy of the human mind, 
true because resting on facts, is the philosophy of 
language. 

It is surprising that neither Descartes nor Spinoza 
should have had any suspicion of this, and should 
never have tried to reason out the true relation be- 
tween language and thought. We might have ex- 
pected that Descartes would have treated words as 
material sounds, as mechanical productions running 
parallel with the ideas of the mind, neither provoking 
ideas nor provoked by them, but fulfilling their pur- 
pose simply by a kind of concursus divinus. 
But instead of that, he simply repeats the views 
then current, “that if we learn a language, we join 
the letters or the pronunciation of certain words, 
which are material, with their meanings, which are 
thought ; so that whenever we hear the same words 
again we conceive the same things, and when we con- 
ceive the same things the same words recur to our 
memory.” ! 


1 Epist. i. 85: “Sic quum linguam aliquam addiscimus, literas sive 
quarundam vocum, quae materiales sunt, pronunciationem conjungimus 
cum earum significationibus, quae sunt cogitationes, ita ut auditis iterum 
eisdem vocibus easdem res concipiamus, atque eisdem rebus conceptis, 
eaedem voces in memoriam recurrant.’’ 
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Neither does Spinoza return a more satisfactory 
answer as to the mental relation between language 
and thought, and we look in vain for any passage in 
which he might have attempted to bring the facts of 
language into harmony with his general system of 
philosophy. He distinguishes in one place very clearly 
between ideas or concepts on one side and images or 
percepts and words on the other. But it is again 
the old story. Words are there to signify things,} 
but how they came to be there and to perform the 
office of signifying things is never even asked. In 
another place, words and images are said to consist 
in corporeal movements which have nothing to do 
with the concept of thought. Once Spinoza asks 
himself the question how, on hearing the sound of 
pomum, a Roman thought of what had no similarity 
whatever with that sound, viz. an apple; and the 
answer is, by the concatenation of ideas. ‘The 
body,” he says, “ has frequently been affected at one 
and the same time by the sound of pomum and 
by the sight of an apple, and hence, on perceiving 
the sound of pomum, it recalls its frequent or con- 
stant concomitant, the apple.2. The question whence 
that sound of pomum originally came, and whence 
its first concomitancy with an apple, is never asked 
by Spinoza, though it would seem to be the most nat- 
ural of all questions. One remark only shows that 
his thoughts must have dwelt on the difficulties of 
language. In one passage he compares words with 
footprints, and remarks that when a soldier sees the 
footprints of a horse, he thinks of cavalry and war, 


1 Ethica, ii. prop. xviii. schol.: ‘‘ Verba quibus res significamus.’’ 
Ibid. ‘‘ Verborum namque et imaginum essentia a solis motibus corporis 
constituta, qui cogitationis conceptum minime involvunt.”’ 

2 Ethica, ii. prop. xviii. 
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while the peasant who sees the same marks is carried 
away in his thoughts to the plough and the field. 
This shows an advance beyond the then current 
views of the purely conventional character of lan- 
guage, and some apprehension of the fact that words 
imply far more than they express. 

Noiré does full justice to Leibniz, not because that 
philosopher seemed to him to have solved the prob- 
lem of the relation between language and thought, 
but because he was the first to point out that, as in 
every other part of nature, so in language, it was the 
inductive method alone that could lead to any valu- 
able results. Before attempting to find out how lan- 
guage arose, Leibniz knew that we ought first of all 
to collect, classify, analyze, sift, and label all that 
there is of language. This conviction led him to 
collect living dialects, to bring to light the earliest 
documents of his own language, to encourage Em- 
perors as well as Missionaries to help in the com- 
pilation of dictionaries and grammars of hitherto un- 
known languages.!' It was in this way that Leibniz 
may indeed be considered as the founder of the Sci- 
ence of Language, as an inductive science. It was in 
this way also that he was led to conceive the possi- 
bility of a more perfect or so-called universal, philo- 
sophical language. But the question whether thought 
was possible without language, or language without 
thought, never struck him as the vital question of all 
philosophy. 

At the same time, when Leibniz was laying the 
foundations of Comparative Philology, Locke threw 
out his very pregnant remarks on the true nature of 


1 See before, p. 42, and Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 
8. 
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language, remarks which were little heeded at the 
time, but which have of late received the fullest con- 
firmation from the Science of Language! In his 
great, though very unequal work, “On the Human 
Understanding,” he pointed out that words were 
never the signs of things, but that in their origin 
they were always the signs of concepts; that lan- 
guage begins in fact where abstraction begins, and 
that the reason why animals have no language is that 
they do not possess the power of abstraction.2 I call 
this observation of Locke’s most important, because 
we see in it anticipated what has now been fully con- 
firmed, namely, that every word in every language 
which has ever been carefully analyzed, is derived 
from a root, and that every root expresses a concept. 
To my mind the coincidence of Locke’s observation 
with the discoveries of Comparative Philology was 
like a new revelation. Locke’s work, in spite of all 
its imperfections, is, as Lange in his “ History of 
Materialism ” rightly perceived, a “ Critique of Lan- 
guage,” and together with Kant’s “ Critique of Rea- 
son,” it forms the true starting-point of modern phi- 
losophy. 

We now return to Noiré’s attempt to answer the 
two questions, How concepts arose and how tL haar 
they were embodied in sound, which he had Tse view 7 
shown to be in reality one question only, 
namely, What is the origin of roots? 

But before we enter on a consideration of Noiré’s 
final view on the origin of language, it is but fair 
to state that he was formerly a stronger supporter 
of what is known as Darwin’s theory of the origin 


1 Lectures on the Science of Language, vol. i. p. 405. 
2 See before, p. 80. 
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of language, a theory which he had worked out for 

; himself long before the appearance of Dar- 
treoryof — win’s “ Descent of Man.” “ The first hu- 
Yangueg’ man sound,” he wrote in his “ Welt als 
Entwickelung der Geistes,” 1874, p. 255, “ which 
deserves the name of word cannot have differed from 
the warning calls of animals except by a higher de- 
gree of luminousness in the images which excited and 
followed these calls. They excited the idea of ap- 
proaching danger among fellow-men. . . . I assume 
that men were held together by the ties of social 
life in herds or tribes even before the beginning of 
language. War was the natural state, war against 
animals of another species and against neighbors of 
the same species. It is not unlikely that a peculiar 
sound or watchword united the members of a single 
tribe (a kind of phonetic totem), so that they could 
collect by it those who were scattered abroad and had 
lost their way, or encourage each other while engaged 
in fight with other tribes. Let us suppose that but 
once one member of a tribe warned the other mem- 
bers by imitating the watchword of a hostile tribe 
when he saw the enemy approaching, and we have in 
reality the origin of the first human word, capable of 
doing what words have to do, viz. to excite, as they 
were intended to do, an idea in the mind of cognate 
and homogeneous creatures.” “I found afterwards,” 
Professor Noiré continues, “ that Darwin in his ‘ De- 
scent of Man’ had started an hypothesis almost iden- 
tical with my own. After declaring that he could not 
doubt that language owed its origin to the imitation 
or modification, aided by signs and gestures, of vari- 
ous natural sounds, the voices of other animals and 
man’s own instinctive cries, he says:! * As monkeys 

1 Descent of Man, vol. i. p. 57. 
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certainly understand much that is said to them by 
man, and as in a state of nature they utter cries of 
danger to their fellows, it does not appear altogether 
incredible that some unusually wise ape-like animal 
should have thought of imitating the growl of a beast 
of prey, so as to indicate to his fellow monkeys the 
nature of the expected danger; but this would have 
been a step in the formation of language.’ 

“The difference between my own hypothesis and 
that of Darwin,” Noiré continues, “ consisted only in 
this, that I after all saw in the contents of the first 
sound of language something more natural, more fa- 
miliar, more human, viz. the hostile neighbors, while 
Darwin made the wild animal the first object of com- 
mon cognition.” 

A conscientious study, however, of language in its 
various manifestations, and a critical survey of the 
results already obtained by the students of the Science 
of Language, led Noiré to reconsider his previously 
expressed opinions, and, honest as he always has 
proved himself to be, to reject them openly when he 
had found them to be untenable. 

“ With a little reflection,” he writes, “it can be 
seen that such an attempt is utterly impossible, for 
the objects of fear and trembling and dismay are even 
now the least appropriate to enter into the pure, clear, 
and tranquil sphere of speech-thought (Adyos), or to 
supply the first germs of it. The same objection ap- 
plies of course to my own theory.” .. « 

“And as I recognize the insufficiency of my own 
hypothesis,” he continues, “it was impossible ees 
that the whole philosophical significance of retract his 
the problem, and the crying disproportion 
between it and his own slightly uttered guesses, could 
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long remain a secret to the serious and profound mind 
of Darwin. He too in a clear and considerate con- 
fession has admitted the inadequacy of his former 
views, and I can do no better than quote his last 
words which dispose of our common phantasmagoria 
once and forever: ‘But the whole subject of the 
differences of the sounds produced under different 
states of the mind is so obscure that I have succeeded 
in throwing hardly any light on it; and the re- 
marks which [ have made have but little signifi- 
cance.’ ” 1 

We cannot sufficiently honor the noble spirit that 
dictated these words, particularly if we compare it 
with the manner of other philosophers who seem to 
consider the suggestion that they could ever grow 
wiser as the greatest insult. Love of truth is better 
than even the full possession of truth, — and Darwin 
knew it. 

In diverging from his own as well as from Darwin’s 
view of the origin of language, Noiré at the same 
time parted company with Geiger, whose thoughtful 
works, “On the Origin of Human Language and Rea- 
son,’ 1868, and “ On the Origin of Language,” 1869, 
had formerly exercised a powerful influence on his 
own philosophical opinions. Geiger too, like Noiré 
and Darwin, thought that he could discover the first 
beginnings of language in involuntary interjectional 
sounds ; nay, though he himself so clearly recognized 


1 Darwin, Expression of the Emotions, p. 93. I did not see formerly in 
these words of Darwin’s so complete a retractation of his own philosophy 
of language as Professor Noiré imagined, because Darwin never expressed 
his disapproval of some of his followers continuing to defend it. I am will- 
ing to admit, however, that a philosopher cannot be made responsible for 
all that his followers say and do, and I know that no one yielded more 
readily to argument than Darwin. 
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the impossibility of separating reason and language, 
he nevertheless maintained, as I pointed out before, 
that “Language has created Reason, and that be- 
fore there was language, man was without reason.” 
It is difficult to understand this statement, and I can- 
not help thinking that it was meant only as a protest 
against the received opinion that language is the 
handiwork of reason, and that, like many other pro- 
tests, it was expressed in rather too strong language. 
If he had said that with every new word there is 
more reason or that every progress of reason is 
marked by a new word, he would have been right, 
for the growth of reason and language may be said to 
be coral-like, nay, even more simultaneous than the 
growth of corals. Each shell is the product of life, 
and becomes in turn the support of new life. In the 
same manner each word is the work of reason, but 
becomes in turn a new link in the growth of reason. 
Reason and language, even if we must distinguish 
between them for our own purposes, are always held 
together in mutual dependence. By reason we count 
and name two asone. Having done that, we keep 
the bundle in our mind or memory both as a concept 
and as a name, and we go on making new bundles, 
till our mind becomes richer and richer, like a dic- 
tionary, our reason stronger and stronger by exercise, 
like a muscle. But it cannot be repeated too often 
that reason by itself and language by itself are non- 
entities. They are two sides of one and the same 
act which cannot be torn asunder, an act which the 
Greeks alone called by its right name, Logos. 

In his last works, “ On the Origin of Language,” 
1877, “On the Origin of Reason,” 1882, and ‘ Lo- 
gos,” 1885, Noiré begins his argument by pointing 
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out a well-known fact, that whenever our senses are 
Noirésex. eXcited and our muscles hard at work, we 
lanati f 1 a = : 241 
fie curate: feel a kind of relief in uttering sounds. 

neous origin Te remarks that particularly when people 


concept. work together, when peasants dig or thresh, 
when sailors row, when women spin, when soldiers 
march, they are inclined to accompany their occupa- 
tions with certain more or less rhythmical utterances. 
These utterances, noises, shouts, huammings, or songs 
are a kind of natural reaction against the inward dis- 
turbance caused by muscular effort. They are almost 
involuntary vibrations of the voice, corresponding to 
the more or less regular movements of our whole 
bodily frame. They area relief rather than an ef- 
fort, a moderation or modulation of the quickened 
breath in its escape through the mouth. They may 
end in dance, song, and poetry. 

These sounds Professor Noiré thinks, and seems to 
me to think rightly, possess two great advantages. 
Firstly, there are signs of repeated acts, acts per- 
formed by ourselves, perceived therefore and known 
by ourselves, and continuing in our memory as signs 
of such acts. Now what is the sign of a repeated act 
but the true realization of what we call a root em- 
bodying a concept, comprehending the many acts as 
one? ‘These signs are not signs of objects perceived 
by our senses, for though each blow of an axe may be 
seen by the eye and heard by the ear, the willed act 
of striking with the purpose of felling a tree is never’ 
perceived by eye or ear. They are not the signs of 
things, but the signs of our own consciousness of re- 
peated or continued acts. 


1 This point has been well illustrated by Darwin in his Expression of the 
Emotions, chap. iy. 
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Secondly, these sounds being uttered from the 
beginning, not by one solitary individual only, but 
by men associated in a common work and united by 
a@ common purpose, possess the great advantage of 
being understood by all. 

As soon as I became acquainted with these views 
of Noiré’s I saw how natural a solution they offered 
of a problem which I had long tried to solve in a 
similar but not exactly in the same manner, and I 
could not help saying to him Biupyxas. Like most 
true solutions, his theory of the origin of roots seemed 
. to be in harmony with everything else. It was 
known, for instance, that the primitive or primary 
roots of the Aryan family of speech expressed mostly 
acts, and not states, and that most of these acts were 
such as we might suppose to have been familiar to 
the inhabitants of cave-dwellings or lacustrian huts, 
such as digging, cutting, rubbing, pulling,! striking, 
platting, weaving, sowing, rowing, marching, etc. 
Noiré’s theory would not only explain, but would 
actually postulate these facts. It would postulate 
roots expressive of actions, of common or social 
actions, and lastly of creative actions, that is to say 
of actions producing in a tangible shape the result 
which had been intended. With such a root and 
concept as to dig, for instance, it was possible to 
name, that is, to know a cave, not as something dark 
or hollow that came accidentally within the ken of 
our senses, but as something which men had made 
with their own hands and with a definite purpose, as 
something which was what it was meant and made 
and known to be, as an object of our intellect far 
more than of our senses. 

1 See chap. v. p. 216. 
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Again, the old question why animals should have 
no language, though it had received many answers 
already, received a new and unexpected answer from 
Noiré’s theory. No one would ascribe to animals cre- 
ative actions, actions performed with a purpose, and, 
we must add, with a free choice, and hence animals 
could not have had signs accompanying and after- 
ward signifying such actions. 

But though I felt from the first that there was an 
Objectionsto Clement of truth in Noiré’s theory, I was 
Nouwesm ~=©by no means prepared to accept it at once 
anes: as a solution of the whole problem. I felt 
quite as strongly as others the objections that might 
be raised, but it was in testing these objections that 
I discovered more and more the real strength of 
Noiré’s position. 

I asked myself, if the elements of language were 
Names of Nothing but roots expressive of acts, how it 
hoe would be possible to express, for instance, 
what we see and hear and taste. How, I said, are 
colors to be expressed, such as black, white, blue, 
yellow, etc. They are not acts in any sense of the 
word that could be compared with our own acts. 
Whatever view we take of sensation, we seem pas- 
sive in receiving the sensations of color, and the col- 
ored objects seem passive as perceived by us. Noiré’s 
theory, however, comes triumphant out of this di- 
lemma.! The name of color in Sanskrit is varna, 
clearly derived from VA, to cover. Color therefore 
was conceived originally as the result of the act of 
covering or smearing or painting, and not till the art 
of painting, in its most primitive form, was discov- 
ered and named, could there have been a name for 

1 Noiré, Logos, p. 260. 
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color. Thus Lat. color is supposed to be connected 
with oc-culere, xpopua, color, with xpds, skin, ete.1 
Another root for painting and smearing is AfG. 
From it we have not only Lat. unguere, to besmear, 
to anoint, unguentum, ointment, but Sk. ak-tu, 
ointment, tinge, dark tinge and night, and likewise 
light tinge or ray of light, Gr. d«-rés. Here we have 
the first instance of the uncertainty in the meaning 
of the names of color which pervades all languages, 
and can be terminated at last by scientific definition 
only. 

It is well known that the distinction of colors is 
of late date,? that Xenophanes knew of three colors 
of the rainbow only (wop¢ipeov, purple, povixeov, red, 
and xAwpor, yellow), that even Aristotle spoke of the 
tricolored rainbow (dow«7y, red, avy, yellow, and 
mpacivy, green), and that Demokritos knew of no 
more than four colors, black, white, red, and yellow. 

Black and blue are often mixed up together, so 
are black and brown, nay, even the green grass and 
the blue heaven are often described as of the same 
hue in the Indian tongues. Nor need we wonder, 
if we consider the etymological meaning of these 
names. In Old Norse bladr, bl4, blatt, which 
now means blue, meant originally the livid color of a 
bruise. Grimm traces this, and Old High German 
plio, Med.-Lat. blavus, Fr. bleu, back to Gothic 
bliggvan, to strike, and he quotes as an analogous 
case the Lat. caesius, bluish gray, from caedere, 
to cut. 

Black seems to be connected with the root 

1 Curtius, Griindzuge, p. 114. 
2M.M., Hibbert Lectures, p. 41. 


8 Powell, ‘Mythology of North American Indians,” p. 28, Report of 
Bureau of Ethnology, 1881. 
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BHRA G, which means to shine, and from the same 
source bleak, A. S. bl4c, blaec, O. N. bleikr, 
O. H. G. pleih have been derived with more or less 
certainty. 

From the root GH.A,! which means to heat, to 
melt, to drip, to burn, to shine, we have many words 
for heat, oven, warmth, brightness, and a whole clus- 
ter of names of bright colors, such as hari, harit, 
harita, harina, all varying between yellow, green, 
and red, and even white. With these words Lat. 
helus, helvus, Greek xAwpds, and our own green 
and yellow may be connected, though the exact 
process of derivation is doubtful.2 Possibly to grow 
meant originally to be green, like vireo, to be green, 
to be fresh, to flourish. 

This shows how words the most unlikely to be 
derived from roots expressive of subjective acts can 
nevertheless be proved to confirm rather than to 
weaken Noiré’s theory. 

Likewise, that outward sounds which we perceive 
Namesof Should be conceived as uttered by agents 
founds. like ourselves is perfectly intelligible. A 
hissing, gnashing, crunching noise would naturally 
be assimilated to the noises which are produced by 
man himself or by the instruments which he em- 
ploys. 

And with regard to tastes, too, we see the same 
Names of | Mental process. S harp is cutting, bitter 
ee is biting, hot is burning, mild is rubbed 
down and smoothed, sour may have meant origi- 
nally scratching, sweet, good-smelling.’ In all these 


1 Fick, Worterbuch, p. 69. 

2 See Grimm, Deutsche Grammatik, ii. 42, 632-633, 989; I8. 466; I2. 
895. 

8 Sweet seems to-be one of the oldest compounds preserved by the 
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cases our sensations were clearly conceived as pro- 
duced by agents without us. Gall by being called 
bitter was really conceived at first as a biter, under 
the influence of what we shall have to treat hereafter 
as Fundamental Metaphor. 

Noiré has likewise met the objection that many 
activities of sense and mind are not really activities, 
by showing that anyhow they were conceived as 
activities by the early framers of language. To see 
may in many respects be a passive state, yet when 
it was expressed by vid in video, and if this vid 
is the same as vid in di-videre, then to see was 
conceived as an act, as the act of distinguishing. So 
if fksh, to see, comes from as, to attain, it would 
have meant originally striving to reach, just as in- 
tendere becomes in French entendre, to hear. 

It has sometimes been hinted that Noiré’s theory 
of the origin of roots was no more than a 

° ° ° . Roots ex- 
revival of the interjectional or the Bow- pressive of 

e Sound. 

wow theory. If by this were meant no 

more than that Noiré has given the only right inter- 
pretation of the interjectional theory, the remark 
would be both true and ingenious. But as the two 
theories now stand, they are not compatible with 
each other. According to the interjectional theory, 
Aryan language, provided it consists of su, well, and the root AD, to taste 
and to smell. Whether this root is connected with AD, to eat, is doubtful. 
We find svyA4du in Sanskrit, 7dvs in Greek, sua(d)vis in Latin, sits 
in Gothic (Curtius, Grundziige, p. 229; Hiibschmann, Vocalsystem, p. 59). 
AD, following the o class, appears in 68-47, smell, 6gw, and in Lat. odor, 
while, following the a class, it gave syidu, good-smelling or good-tast- 
ing, for smell and taste were long conceived as one sensation. ‘Avdavw, 
too (45a), would have meant originally to smell sweet, to be pleasant, 
governing the dative; afterwards to please, governing the accusative. 
“Houac meant I am ina state of pleasure; 7Sera, he delights —=svadate. 


The Sankrit s ud, to taste, and s fid, to impel, to entice, have been traced 
back to the same root, though the latter doubtfully. 
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a momentary cry of pain or joy became a root ex- 
pressive of different kinds of internal emotions. Ac- 
cording to Noiré’s theory, the sounds associated with 
the repeated social acts of man become roots when 
expressing the consciousness of these acts. 

So far from Noiré’s theory including the interjec- 
tional theory, it seems to be on the contrary deficient 
on this very point, in so far as it fails to account for 
that limited number of roots, if roots they can be 
called, which owe their origin to mere imitation or 
repetition of sounds. 

_It is well known how strongly I have always op- 
posed any attempt at deriving words from mere 
sounds, whether mimetic or interjectional. That 
was partly in the interest of accurate scholarship, 
partly for the sake of accurate reasoning, and I do 
not think we shall hear again of such derivations as 
pudet me, repudio, and refuto from fi! Ger- 
man pfui! But nothing that I have said excludes 
the possibility that a limited class of words, partic- 
ularly in modern languages, which are meant to ex- 
press sound by sound, may have been developed 
directly from imitations of singular sounds, whether 
uttered by animals or by man. I do not say that 
such an admission is absolutely necessary, but I can- 
not bring myself to say that it is wrong on principle. 
Roots meaning to shout, to sing, to call, etc. form 
clearly a class by themselves, and they are more 
numerous, because less generalized, than any other 
class of roots. 

It is quite true that in most cases roots expres- 
sive of sound can claim the same origin as all the 
rest, and we certainly see that there was no diffi- 
culty whatever in forming the verbs clamare, 
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ejaculare, sonare, or tonare, etc. without hav- 
ing recourse to the imitation of actual sounds. Still 
I am quite willing to admit that roots expressing 
sounds stand by themselves. Were it a question of 
expressing our own act of singing, why should it not 
be expressed by an imitation of the very sounds 
which we utter in singing? And when the mere 
sounds of other creatures or the mere sounds of 
nature, such as are heard in storm or thunder, had to 
be expressed, why should it not have been done by 
an imitation of the sounds which we actually hear? 
I do not say this was necessary, because we know 
that in many cases it was not so. But I cannot bring 
myself to say, even at the risk of being misinter- 
preted, that it was not possible. 

Nay, I go even a step further. If a phonetic sign 
was required, not for the singing of one bird pionetic 
only, but of a number of birds, or of al] Compromise. 
birds, some kind of phonetic compromise may well 
have taken place. In that case the special note of 
any single bird would have had to be avoided as mis- 
leading, and only by dropping what is distinctive of 
any special bird would it have become possible to 
arrive in the end at some root expressive of singing 
in general. This despecializing process has been 
traced in other spheres of language. So long, for 
instance, as people talk of sheep as sheep, and of 
cows as cows, it has been said that they may well 
indicate, though not name, tke former by baa, the 
latter by moo. But when a want was felt of speak- 
ing of a whole flock, neither baa nor moo would 
then have answered the purpose. If the flock con- 
sisted of sheep and cows only, some such combination 
as baa-moo (like suovetaurilia and solitau- 
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rilia) might have answered. But when more ani- 
mals were included, their special sounds were exactly 
those that had to be most carefully avoided, and 
some compromise would have had to be made to 
express the general concept of flock. Though I 
have often given my reasons why neither baa nor 
moo deserve the name of language, it is not impos- 
sible that by mere juxtaposition of two such sounds 
as baa and moo an approach towards some kind of 
concept might have been made. If there is, for 
instance, a sign for father and another for mother, 
then a mere combination of the two would give us 
the concept of parents. Thus in Chinese, father is 
fa, mother mi, but fi-ma means parents. Again, 
a biped with feathers in Chinese is ‘kin, a quadruped 
with hair is sheu, animals in general are called ‘kin- 
sheu. Light, is ‘king, heavy, éing, ‘king-éing 
is used to express the concept of weight. 

In the Aryan languages we have nothing exactly 
like this, but we have analogous formations in mAt&- 
pitarau, sometimes even pitarau, lit. the two 
fathers, i. e. the parents, or dyA&vA4-prithivi, 
heaven and earth, sometimes dyiva (day and 
night).1_ This process of combining single signs 
cannot, however, be carried onad infinitum. We 
may call our parents “ father-mother,”’ but we could 
not possibly go on and form a name for family on the 
same principle. 

Without therefore committing myself to this theory 
of Despecialization, as applied to the origin of cer- 
tain roots expressive of sounds, I am willing to admit 
that it is conceivable, if restricted to this one class 
of roots which are meant to express sound by sound. 

1 See Noiré, Logos, p. 230. 
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Nor would this one exception invalidate the general 
principle that all real roots were originally concep- 
tual, and their sounds derived from the sounds which 
we utter in performing certain acts. 

An instance may perhaps make it clearer what is 
meant by this process of despecialization. Though 
I confess that in the eyes of a scholar it must seem 
fanciful, yet we know that the ways of language are 
often fanciful, and as a purely hypothetical instance 
itcan do no harm. If the call of the cuckoo was 
simply imitated, it would probably have sounded like 
our own cuckoo, in the Greek kéxxv. From this 
xoxku the Greeks formed a verb xoxkvéer, as from otor 
they formed oipvwleav, oiuwyn, and from aial, aialey and 
aiaywa- The substantive xoxxvg, cucfilus, and the 
Sanskrit kokila may also be considered as being 
based on a direct imitation of the cuckoo’s note. 

But besides the name of the cuckoo, that of the 
cock too seems to have been formed in much the 
same way. We find in Sanskrit kukkuta, cock, 
and by the side of it, kukubha, as the name of 
another bird, possibly a pheasant, while in Greek we 
have xovxovdas, as the name of the hoopoe, and in 
Latin cucubare, to cry like an owl, in Lithuanian 
kukauti, to cry like an owl or like a cock. All 
these we must class as imitative words, imitative of 
the special notes of certain birds. If then a necessity 
arose of expressing, not those notes of special birds, 
of the cuckoo, the cock, the pheasant, the hoopoe, 
the owl, but of birds in general, it is clear that 
neither koxkifew nor cucubare would have suited, 
not even the Lithuanian kukauti, though this seems 
to have been already despecialized to a considerable 
extent. Those who believe in this peculiar origin of 
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roots would hold that by dropping the more specific 
imitative elements, a sound such as ku might have 
remained, meaning to cry or to sing in general, and 
being therefore, to all intents and purposes, a root, 
KU. 

If, after this, we consult the list of roots preserved 
by Sanskrit grammarians, we find there three verbal 
derivatives, kauti, kunati, and kavate, all mean- 
ing to shout or to sing, and presupposing a root KU. 
An intensive formation koktiyate, xwxdo, means no 
longer to shout like a cuckoo, but to shout in general. 
It is perfectly true that no further derivatives of a root 
KU have as yet been met with in Sanskrit literature, 
but in the Dhatup&tha we find no less than three 
verbs, ku (slu), kun (sa), kun (sap), all with the 
sense of making a noise. In other Aryan languages, 
too, aroot KU has been admitted by Fick and others. 
Whether a word like xv-wy, dog, should be derived 
from that root, is another question. It might no 
doubt have been meant for the noisy or barking ani- 
mal, but it might also have been derived from another 
root. If x’wv had been derived from KU, to make 
a noise, then «t-ya, wave, may originally have been 
intended, not for the swelling (SU), but for the roar- 
ing waves. Dogs and waves were certainly considered 
as closely related by the early poets. Scylla meant 
originally a dog, as we see from oxvdXo-rvixrys, which 
is given as an explanation of xav-SavAys (see Curtius, 
p- 150). X«vAag, too, and ox’wvos mean a barking 
dog, and in Old Slav. we haveskyéa, skyéati, to 
bark, and kuéika, dog. Another argument in favor 
of admitting a root KU has been drawn from the 
existence of several parallel roots, such as KUNG, to 


rustle, KUG,. to groan, to hum, KU A, KUW and 
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KVAW, all meaning to make some kind of noise. 
Even KUD, from which kodayati and kundra- 
yati has been supposed to belong to the same kith, 
but though its reality may seem confirmed by Greek 
Kvd-oy.ds, noise, kvddfew, to abuse, Old Slav. kuditi, 
to abuse, M. H.G. hiuzen, to scold, its meaning in 
Sanskrit is to lie. 

However, I mention all this as an hypothesis only, 
an hypothesis which I myself should not wish to 
defend, but which if kept within proper limits, I can- 
not bring myself to declare as utterly untenable. 

And there is another and even» more important 
concession which, I believe, we may safely gympathic 
make to those who cling to the interjec- 2 
tional and mimetic theories. The sounds which ac- 
company our acts may, no doubt, be called interjec- 
tional, but while as interjections they would be no 
more than involuntary cries, they may be raised, as 
has been shown, to the character of roots, i. e. signs 
or concepts, if repeated and used with a purpose, 
namely with the purpose of reminding ourselves and 
others with us of acts which we perform together 
again and again, and which therefore we know and 
comprehend. 

It has been argued, therefore, that other sounds also 
which we utter, not so much for the purpose of imita- 
tion, but from a kind of sympathy and because we 
cannot help it, may likewise be raised to the level of 
roots, if they are repeated and used to remind ourselves 
and others of the sensations which elicited them from 
time to time. If, for instance, we see a stone fall or 
hear a tree struck by lightning, the cries which es- 
cape ourselves and all around us are in their nature 
hardly different from those which we utter under 
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the strain of great muscular efforts. I do not see 
therefore why we should resist the conclusion that, 
within this strictly limited sphere, such sounds may 
have followed the same course as other sounds on 
which we chiefly rely for the formation of our roots. 

It may be well to illustrate this theory also by an 
example. It is supposed that the sounds elicited by 
the swift motion or the sudden falling of stones, 
trees, leaves, rain, hail, waterfalls, or thunderbolts, 
some simply expressive of terror, others repeating 
by a kind of involuntary sympathy the actual noises 
produced by such falls, were at last toned down, 
despecialized, or generalized in a sound like PAT. 
This PAT, reminding speakers and hearers of what 
they had felt in common, or of what they had done 
in common, would become radical quite as much as 
the sounds accompanying the acts of our fellow-work- 
men. Having been divested of all that could re- 
mind the hearer of any special sound of rushing, 
smashing, or crashing objects, the root PAT might 
well become the sign of the general concept of quick 
or violent movement, and lend itself in the different 
Aryan languages to the most varied idiomatic appli- 
cations. 

And thus we find indeed that in Sanskrit pat-ati 
expresses the quick flight of birds, whether in the 
sense of soaring or falling. Pat-a-s means flight, 
pat-agas and pat-angas bird, but also a grass- 
hopper. Pat-atram means a wing and likewise 
pat-tram, which comes to be used afterwards in 
the sense of leaf of a flower, leaf of paper, letter. 
Pat-&ka is a flag. PAt-as, meaning originally 
falling, is used in the sense of accident or what be- 
falls, but also in the sense of fall, i. e. sin. PAt- 
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akam means sin, and possibly one of the Indian 
names of hell, Pat-&la, may come from the same 
source. In Greek, too, the sense of flying prevails, 
as we see in rér-oua, I fly, 3 in merqvés winged, dxurérys, 
quickly flying or running, zor7, flight, Trepsv, and 
arépvé, feather, wing, and also in zorayds, river. The 
sense of falling has attached itself more firmly to the 
reduplicated form awimtw (for murerw), I fall. What 
befalls, an accident, also fate, is called wérpos, while 
araous, fall, came to be applied, first in a philosoph- 
ical, afterwards in a grammatical sense, and was 
rendered in Latin by casus, case. 

In Latin the meaning of flying is preserved in 
penna, feather, perhaps in praepes, quickly fly- 
ing. Otherwise peto has taken the sense of falling 
on, assailing, seeking, demanding, with many deriva- 
tive applications, such as impetus, onslaught, ap pe- 
titus, ete. 

A number of English words, such as petition, 
petulance, competition, repetition, pen, 
pinnacle, feather, and many more, can all be 
traced back, step by step, and letter by letter, to this 
one root PAT, which is supposed by a kind of nat- 
ural selection to have survived out of a large number 
of sympathic sounds, and to have become in the end 
a phonetic type expressive of the general concept of 
rapid motion. 

All this is no doubt again hypothetical, and how 
could it be otherwise? But I do not see that we 
can entirely reject a theory which derives certain 
roots, expressive of the movements of objects, in just 
the same manner which we have followed ourselves 
in explaining the formation of roots, expressive of 
our own subjective movements. In one of my lec- 
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tures on the Science of Language I examined in 
great detail the immense progeny of the root M&, 
to grind, to crush. This root has been traced back 
to the sound which men utter while engaged together 
in the act of grinding or crushing. Now even in 
this case it is an open question whether these sounds 
are not to a certain extent imitations of the noises 
produced by our own acts, rather than of the sounds 
‘ which we utter while occupied in grinding. At all 
events it would be difficult to say what exact share 
should be assigned to one or the other source. These 
imitations or sympathic sounds must at first have 
been very numerous, expressing such various shades 
of meaning as crashing, crunching, crushing, thrash- 
ing, smashing, cracking, creaking, rattling, clattering, 
mawling, marring, ete:, till at last, after dropping all 
that seemed too special, there remained the smooth 
and manageable Aryan root MR, with the general 
meaning of grinding or reducing to small particles. 
It should be clearly understood, however, that men 
metre 40 while grinding or platting utter the 
pales ef almost involuntary sounds of Mar-mar, or 
Ve-ve, are not yet speaking, as little as a 
child or an animal which screams on being pinched 
can be said to be conversing, All that I contend for 
is that our own acts are the first and the only direct 
objects of knowledge. They are what we will and 
what we know, and while of objects we can know 
one side only, we know all that there is to be known 
of our acts. It is when we remind ourselves or 
others of these acts by means of the sounds which 
used to accompany them, the clamor concomi- 
tans, that we make our first step towards real lan- 
guage. That first step manifested itself most natu- 
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rally in the mood which we call the Imperative, i. e. 
the reminder, whether addressed to ourselves or to 
others. In all this we do not postulate anything 
which the most pedantic psychologist could wish to 
disallow. We do not suppose that the primitive 
speakers, on wishing to convey a command, looked 
about to find a sign, which sign they discovered in 
the sounds uttered involuntarily by themselves and 
their fellow-laborers in the performance of the com- 
monest acts of their daily life. No, there was noth- 
ing premeditated in the process which changed those 
sounds into signs. When a man wished to grind, 
the sound Mar returned naturally to his lips, and 
when he wished that others should help him in grind- 
ing, the same sound was uttered, only in a voice so 
loud that it should reach those for whom it was in- 
tended. It was the effect produced by these shouts 
which left on the mind of the man who shouted and 
of his clansmen who obeyed, the new impression that 
these shouts were useful signs, 1. e. a means of mak- 
ing others think as we think, know as we know, will 
as we will, do as we do. This is the true nativity of 
language, a very humble manger, it may seem, and 
yet perhaps the most momentuous event in the whole 
history of mankind. 

The difference between the theory which ascribes 
the origin of roots to sounds uttered by ye growth 
men while engaged in common acts, and the of Baal, 
other which sees in some at least of these sounds 
more or less conscious imitations of noises produced 
by these acts themselves, is really not so great as the 
upholders of the one or the other opinion imagine. 
What is important in both is the parallelism between 
the process of generalization of single sensations and 
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the production of abstract concepts on one side, and 
the process of mutual friction and smoothing down 
of the sounds accompanying these sensations, on the 
other. This double process might either go on till 
the highest generalizations are reached, or it might 
be stopped at certain points, so that some roots re- 
tained something of their sharper outline and became 
popular on that very account, while others, more gen- 
eral in form and meaning, were used most frequently, 
till their real origin was completely forgotten. 

In this struggle between generalization and spe- 
cialization many roots must have crossed each other, 
and the summum genus of going, moving, doing, 
being, etc. must have been reached from many differ- 
ent starting-points. This would explain how even 
during what may be called the Radical Period small 
communities, after a very short separation, became 
mutually unintelligible. We could thus perfectly 
understand the natural growth, not only, as in later 
times, of different dialects of languages sharing the 
same capital in common, but likewise of different 
families of languages, such as the Aryan and Semitic, 
possessing each its own peculiar roots, and yet,it may 
be, proceeding in the beginning from a common cen- 
tre. I say we should be able to understand it, but I 
feel bound to add, if we clearly apprehend the pro- 
cess of the generalization and specialization of the 
radical elements of human speech, we should likewise 
understand that, from the nature of the case, it would 
be impossible ever to prove it. 

Roots which occur in Panini’s Dhatupatha, and 
Onomato. Which I should be quite willing to surrender 
ori Roots. as onomatopoeic, are: KAS, to cough, KUG, 
to hum, KUNG, to rustle. KRAKSH, to crash, 
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KHARG, to creak, KSHU, to sneeze, KSHVID and 
KSHVID, to hum, GUNG, to hum, AUMB, to kiss, 
AULUMP, to suck, PRUTH and PROTH, to snort, 
MA, to bleat, RA 7, to howl, RA, to bark, SH THIV, 
to spue, HIKK, to sob, HESH, to whinny, HRESH, 
to neigh, etc. Some of them might, no doubt, be 
disputed, but not one of them is of any importance 
as helping us to account for real words in Sanskrit. 
Most of them have had no offspring at all, others 
have had a few descendants, mostly sterile. Their 
history shows us clearly, how far the influence of 
onomatopoeia may go, and if we once know its legiti- 
mate sphere, we shall be less likely to wish to extend 
it beyond its proper limits. 

Having made these two admissions, not so much 
on account of their practical importance, for oe 
they concern the most insignificant portion Modification 
of language only, as because it seems right, 
whenever there is an opportunity, to yield frankly 
and openly to arguments which have some reason on 
their side, we have now to consider whether, with 
Noiré’s theory, we have really all we want for un- 
derstanding the nature of roots and the growth of 
language. He has taught us to recognize in the con- 
scious and creative social acts of men, as accompanied 
by various natural sounds, the true germs of concepts 
embodied in language. We have learnt how that 
consciousness of repeated self-willed acts becomes, to 
all intents and purposes, what we mean by an orig- 
inal concept, and how the phonetic sign inseparable 
from it is what we mean by a root-word. Even 
Hume could not maintain that the consciousness of 
the continuously repeated act of digging was but a 
singular impression, nor could Berkeley object that 
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the mind had no idea of such continued acts. And 
as certain sounds naturally accompany every one of 
these acts and serve to recall it, we are not driven to 
the admission that, after the idea or the concept was 
formed, its phonetic body had to be fetched from 
elsewhere to give it security and shelter. 

But though roots expressive of acts are no doubt 
the most primitive, the most numerous and important 
elements in the growth of human language and 
human thought, we must remember that in speaking 
we have to do more than to express our acts and 
what is connected with them. We must try, there- 
fore, to understand how roots, expressive originally 
of subjective acts, could be so modified as to convey 
both transitive and intransitive acts; how these in- 
transitive acts might be conceived as mere states, and 
how these states, if represented as caused by some- 
thing, might appear again either as active or passive, 
according to the peculiar view of each language. 

It has generally been supposed that originally all 

roots, expressive of acts, were what we call 
Intransitive . = hie 
and ‘Transi- intransitive, and expressed merely the 
act, without any reference to the result pro- 
duced by an act. Such suppositions are difficult to 
prove or to disprove. Each root, if it expresses an 
act, implies no doubt a subject and an object, whether 
they are expressed or not, and though it may be 
argued that nouns which express the object must be 
later than the verbs expressing the subject, every 
root, as root, would seem to contain potentially a tran- 
sitive as well as an intransitive character. I use these 
technical terms, transitive and intransitive, on pur- 
pose, because transitive expresses exactly what we 
want to express, the going over of our own act to 
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something else. Thus what we now call the accusa- 
tive was in many cases an original locative, indicating 
the goal or object to which an action tended. Ro- 
mam destruxit, “he destroyed Rome,” was orig- 
inally conceived exactly like Romam transivit, 
‘he went over to Rome,” the act of destroying being 
conceived as tending toward Rome, or, as we say, 
having Rome for its object. Cato! must have been 
perfectly aware of this when he enumerated the ques- 
tions to which the different cases answered, as Quis? 
Quoius? A quo? Quoi? and gave Quo as the 
question answered by the accusative. Speijer in his 
Sanskrit Syntax, § 39, begins his account of the ac- 
cusative in Sanskrit quite rightly by saying “the 
accusative expresses whither something is moving.” 
The first transitive employment of a root, expressive 
of digging, would probably have been no more than 
“T dig a digging,” i.e. “I dig a hole;” but at all 
events the root of digging being given, it would have 
become possible to apply it either intransitively or 
transitively. In English this power has been retained 
to the present day. We can say that the sky crim- 
sons, i. e. becomes crimson, or that the dawn crimsons 
the sky. 

Professor Noiré seems to think that the act became 
intelligible or realized in consciousness only through 
the result which it produced, the act of digging, for 
instance, through the hole dug, the act of platting 
through the mat platted. “The fundamental mean- 
ing of roots,” he writes, ‘‘ was always the perceptible 
effect of social productive acts, and at the same time 
the act itself as characterized by its effects.”? On 
such points positive assertion seems to me very haz- 

1 See Noiré, Logos, p. 246. 2 Logos, p. 184. 
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ardous. It may have been, as Noiré says, in certain 
cases, it does not follow that it was so in all. To my 
mind the consciousness of repeated acts seems the 
most important element in the character of roots, for 
it is by it and by it only that we can account for the 
conceptual nature of a root, the conceiving of many 
as one, while the effect of an act would always be 
single, and the single is never the object of conceptual 
knowledge. I do not deny the reaction of the ob- 
jective concept on the subjective, but the first impulse, 
so far as I can see, must come from the subjective, 
it cannot come from the objective side. Noiré also 
seems to feel this, when he says (p. 242), “In the 
signification of roots as the first elements of thought, 
there was the living sense of one’s own activity, con- 
nected with the intuition of its effect as characteristic 
of that activity. Both were still undivided and un- 
developed.” I should goa step further and ascribe 
the first concept to the will, conscious, first of all, of 
its willed acts, and then only of the result of these 
repeated willed acts. I can understand a concept of 
mere striking, rubbing, platting, etc. as soon as the 
accompanying sound has become the sign of these 
repeated acts, and only after such a conceptual sign 
has been formed and fixed, does it seem to me possi- 
ble that the same sign should be applied to the effect 
produced by those acts, i. e. to a hole, to a flint, toa 
mat. 

It is more difficult to understand how roots, if 
Subjective OYiginally expressive of acts only, could be 
cone made to express mere subjective states. It 
may be true that the necessity of expressing subjec- 
tive states arose at a much later time, and was not 
called forth by any such pressing wants as, for in- 
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stance, the necessity for ordering people to dig or to 
strike or to pull. Nor must we suppose that the 
growth of language was ever determined by the clear 
consciousness of a want, and by a deliberate consid- 
eration of the best means of meeting it. People did 
not ponder how to express their states of feeling, when 
they were either frightened or delighted. They had 
no concepts yet for fright or delight. But if they 
had a root to express shaking, the shaking of a tree, 
for instance, and if they felt in themselves or saw in 
others the manifest effects of fear, namely a shaking 
of the limbs and a trembling of the breath, they would 
naturally apply a root expressive of the act, and more 
particularly of the intransitive act of shaking, either 
to themselves or to others, who appeared upset, or 
swayed, or shaken by fear. 

Thus “I shake” might mean I shake a tree, or I 
am in a state of shaking, i. e. I tremble, or I shake 
by him, i.e. Iam shaken by him, as in vapulo ab 
eo fustibus. 

From roots meaning to shake in these different 
senses various derivatives may be formed. Thus 
KAP, in Sanskrit kamp, means to shake. From it 
we have in Greek xaz-vés, smoke, not what shakes or 
is shaken, but what is in a shaking state, what moves, 
or winds and waves. KUP, which is probably a 
modification of KAMP, means to shake inwardly, to 
be angry. Connected with the Sk. root DHU, to 
shake, we have not only Sk. dhfiti, dust, dhtima, 
smoke, but Gr. @vyzds, not so much what is shaken, as 
what is itself in a constant state of commotion and 
activity. It is possible that the same root in its sim- 
ple form of dh i, or in its derivative form dhav, may 
account for the Greek @atpa, originally the feeling of 
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wonder and astonishment, then what causes that feel- 
ing, a wonder, a miracle. Now from this 6atya it is 
difficult to separate the Greek 6edoyar, which means 
originally to shake with wondering, and afterwards 
only to gaze or look simply. Thus we read II. xxiii. 
128, raot & ab Onetvtd re OduBnody re. We frequently 
find i8éy connected with it, as Od. viil. 17, zo\Aal 8 
dp’ @njoavro iSdvtes; V. T4; xxiv. 90. Another com- 
mon expression is dadua idécba1, a Wonder to see, and 
then, a sight to see. Curtius, accepting Brugmann’s 
opinion that the root is 6jaf, would find it difficult to 
explain @aiua. It would certainly be interesting if 
not only the concept of hearing (SRU), but also that 
of seeing, could be traced back to a root originally 
meaning to shake, i. e. to vibrate. 

“To heave” is used in the sense of going up and 
down, as a ship heaving in sight. Heaver may be 
one who heaves or lifts something, as a coal-heaver, 
or something that lifts, as a leaver; while heaven 
was probably intended for what is lifted on high, and 
heft isa common Shropshire word for weight, i. e. 
what heaves or is heaved. 

Roots meaning originally to rub and to destroy, like 
the German aufreiben, come to mean I am rubbed 
out, I fall into decay, Ich reibe mich auf. In 
Sanskrit the root GAR means to decay, more particu- 
larly to grow old; hence garas, old age, yjpas and 
yépov. But its original meaning, like that of MA, 
must have been to rub, crush, pound, as we see in 
Lat. gra-num, Goth. katir-n, ydp-ts, fine flour. 

The root GI seems to have expressed some special 
act of violence and destruction, leading to conquest 
and acquisition. Hence gi-n&-mi, I overcome, part. 
gi-t&; Greek Bi-véw, 
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With the short i, and Guna, it is the common verb 
for conquering ; g&yati, part. gi-ta. 

With additional 4 we have gy4, violence, Pia, 
gy na, tyranny, gy eshtha, the strongest. 

The same root, however, it also.used to express the 
state of being overcome, collapsing, failing, growing 
old, as in gy 4ni, decay, gi-na, old, 4-gita, not 
decayed, fresh, etc. Hiibschmann! compares the 
Latin vié tus, and possibly gy eshtha, the oldest, 
might thus receive a better explanation. 

The root KHAD means to crush, to chew, to eat; 
the root KHID comes to mean to press down, to 
oppress, to aggrieve. But in the Atmanepada 
khinte means to feel oppressed, weary, sad; khid- 
ra, oppressed. In Greek «7d is to oppress, Kjdera 
and xéxyda he grieves, «dos sadness. 

We must not attempt to define these crude pro- 
cesses in the earliest growth of reason by logical 
distinctions belonging to a much later phase. All 
we can do is to try to follow the first tentative steps 
of reason, or what we now call grammar, taking care 
only not to forget that our thoughts must be very 
different from the thoughts of those who first framed 
what we call a neuter verb. 

Several verbs which to us are active and transitive 
seem to have passed through a phase in ois 
which they were neuter, and expressive of a verbs used 
state only. Thus “to hear” seems to us : 
an active and transitive verb, but ‘“‘ to hear” may also 
have been expressed by “to be struck, or to be set in 
motion by something,” and in that case the ablative, 
or in Greek the genitive, would have been most 
appropriate for what to us seems to be the object of 


1 See Hiibschmann, Indo-germanischer Vocalismus, p. 36. 
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hearing. A hunter, for instance, laying his ear to 
the ground in order to discover the approach of 
enemies or wild beasts, might well say “I shake,” 
or, as we should now express it, “ I vibrate,” adding 
“from a troop of horsemen” or ‘from a lion,” and 
thus expressing what we express by saying, “I hear 
a troop of horsemen” or “I hear a lion.” And it is 
certainly curious, as I have pointed out before, that 
the Sanskrit root SRU, to hear, the Latin cl uo, does 
actually occur in the Rig-veda in the sense of shak- 
ing: Rv. i, 127, 8, vila kit yaésya samrvtau 
srivat v4éna iva y4t sthira4m, “at whose ap- 
proach even what is strong and what is firm would 
shake like the forests.” See Muir, Sanskrit Texts, 
iv. 494; Boehtlingk-Roth, s. v. 

Again, a root expressive of an act might be used 
to express the state produced by that act. Thus ‘to 
dig,” ‘to labor” might come to mean to work, to 
weary, to fail, ideas in which we see united in such 
words as sam?, work, simyati, to tire, Gr. xauver. 

From such roots employed to express a state there 
Salieits is an easy transition to roots employed for 
ee what we call passive purposes. It has 
been argued that in the Aryan languages, and partic- 
ularly in Sanskrit, what is called the Atmanepada 
or middle voice, often expressive of states, is more 
primitive than the Parasmaipada or active and 
transitive voice, and that it lent itself more easily to 
the expression of passive states, and became in fact 


1 It will be seen that I differ somewhat from the view which Noiré takes 
of this passage (Logos,p. 263). He thinks that sru, as applied to forests, 
means here to sound, but this is not the case. It means, as the metaphor 
shows, to shake visibly, not audibly, and when verbs of hearing were first 


construed with an ablative, this recollection of shaking must still have 
been alive. 
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what we call the passive voice. Thus “I shake,” 
might mean “TJ tremble, I fear;’’ “I shake through 
some one” would mean “I am frightened by him.” 
The introduction of passives with ya for the special 
tenses belongs, of course, to a much later phase. 

We should thus be able to understand the natu- 
ral evolution of four verbal phases, though their full 
elaboration belongs of course to a much later time : — 

1. Active: I shake, i. e. something undefined ; 

2. Neutral: I shake, i.e. I am in a state of shaking; 

3. Passive: I shake, or I am in a state of being 
shaken, by some one ; 

4, Active transitive: I shake a tree. 

All this, however, would only suffice to express 
what we know as our own deliberate acts or objective 
our own conscious states, and, supposing that ***- 
our explanation of the origin of roots be right, namely 
that they are evolved from sounds accompanying 
what may be called social acts, performed by many 
people with a common purpose, or social states, such 
as fear or joy, we could easily understand how the 
early framers of language succeeded in expressing, 
not only their own acts, but the acts and states of 
their fellow-workers also. They would have found 
it easy to say “We dig” as well as “I dig,” “ Thou 
diggest,” and “ You dig,” and after a time also “He 
digs,” and “They dig.” “We ” is really an earlier 
concept than “I,” and “we dig” would come more 
natural than “I dig,’ while the mere necessities of 
an active life would soon introduce expressions for 
Dig! i. e. you or thou! 

Nor is it a great step from this more or less dra- 
matic language in the first and second persons to the 
more historical statements conveyed in the third per- 
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sons, “He digs” and “ They dig.” Such utterance 
also could hardly fail to have been called forth by the 
simple intercourse of hunters, warriors, or diggers of 
the soil, and would involve no further effort than the 
transference of our own acts or states to persons in 
every other respect like ourselves. 

But it is totally different when we come to con- 
Fundamental Sider the next stage, the transference of our 
metaphor. acts and states to the objects of nature. 
Small as this step now appears to us, it is really enor- 
mous. Nothing to us seems more simple than after 
saying “ He digs,” to say also “It digs,” and yet this 
small step amounts to a complete re-translation of the 
text of our experience into a new language. I do not 
speak here of the so-called category of causality which 
first raises all sensations into percepts and makes us 
speak of objects without as the cause of our experi- 
ence within. That lies behind us. I speak of that 
fundamental metaphor which makes us conceive and 
speak of these objects as if they were subjects like 
ourselves. But, strange as this interpretation of the 
objective world may seem, and marvellous as is the 
universal mythology to which it has led, it was never- 
theless inevitable. As we know one kind of being 
only, namely our own, and as we possess one language 
only, namely that which expresses our own acts and 
our own states, and by implication those of our fel- 
low-workers, what can we predicate of outward ob- 
jects except some kind of being like our own, and 
what language can we apply to them except that 
which we have framed to express our own acts and 
our own states? When I see the lightning digging a 
hole in my field, what can I say but that a digger has 
dug a hole? When I see the wind grinding branches 
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together till they catch fire, what can I say but that 
a grinder has ground out fire, just as I say of myself 
that I have ground out sparks by rubbing two fire- 
sticks till they spurt out flames? What we now call 
lightning was originally “ Digging, tearing, bursting, 
sparkling there and then.” What we now call wind 
may have been “ Smashing, grinding, hurling, blowing, 
there and then.” 

As soon as this mental act was performed, mythol- 
ogy; in the widest sense of the word, was born. A 
new world was created, a world which. could be 
nothing but a reflex of ourselves, for the only light 
we could throw on it was the light from within, the 
only concepts by which we could conceive it were the 
concepts of our own acts and states, the only lan- 
guage we could apply to it was the language which 
was true of ourselves and of our fellow-workers. 
Here is the true key to the riddle of mythology, and, 
in one sense, of theology also, namely, the inevitable 
metaphor or transference of the subjective to the 
objective, while what we commonly call mythology 
is but a small remnant of that universal phase of 
human thought, a faint survival of what constituted 
once a complete realm of thought and speech. The 
same people who had learnt to speak of themselves 
as runners now spoke of rivers as runners. The sun 
darting with his rays was to them a warrior piercing 
with his spears. The cloud carried along by the 
wind was as a sailor or a ship blown across the sea 
with flying sails. If men could roar, so could the 
storm; hence he was called the roarer. If man 
could smash, so could the thunderbolt ; hence he was 
called the smasher. If man could smile, so could the 
sun; hence he was called the bright. If man could 
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measure, so could the moon; hence he was called the 
measurer of the sky, the maker or ruler of nights and 
fortnights and months. It has always been supposed 
that all this was the result of poetical fancy, that it 
was a voluntary, if not a capricious act. But it is 
time that people should understand that it was not 
so, for they will never understand mythology till 
they have learnt that what has been called anthro- 
pomorphism, or personification, or animism was 
really a dire necessity in the growth of our language 
and our reason. It was absolutely impossible to 
grasp and hold, to know and understand, to conceive 
and name the world without us, except through this 
Fundamental Metaphor, this universal mythol- 
ogy, this blowing of our own. spirit into the ob- 
jective chaos, and re-creating it in our own image. 
The beginning of this second intellectual creation 
was the word, and we may add with perfect truth 
that all things were made, that is, were named and 
known by this Logos, and without him was not any- 
thing made that was made. 

By means of this fundamental metaphor then the 
roots which originally had all a subjective character 
assumed the power of expressing the acts and states 
of our objective world also. Man conceived of the 
river as a tearer or runner, of the tree as a protector, 
of the stars as sowers of light, of the moon as a 
measurer, of the sun as an enlivener, and they were 
thus enabled to speak of the river as digging his fur- 
row through the rocks, of the tree as protecting their 
huts, of the stars as showering down light out of 
darkness, of the moon as measuring their nights and 
days, and of the sun as the giver of light and life, as 
the cherisher, the nourisher, the father of mankind, 
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though sometimes also as a friend who departed every 
night and left us in darkness, who died in winter and 
left us to starve or to die; nay, even as an enemy 
who destroyed our harvests and whose scorching rays 
killed our cattle and our children. We shall have to 
consider all this more fully when we come to examine 
the growth of mythology in the narrower sense of the 
word, and we shall then see how all that has been 
called either animism, or anthropomorphism or per- 
sonification has its common root in a much deeper 
stratum of thought, namely in the psychological 
necessity of our conceiving all objects as subjects like 
ourselves. If we want a name for this psychological 
necessity, it ought to be called Subjectivism, 
before it assumes the various characters of animism 
(conceiving objects as animated) anthropomorphism 
(conceiving objects as men), or personification (con- 
ceiving objects as persons). By means of this in- 
tellectual process which enabled the earliest speakers 
to use the sounds expressive of subjective acts and 
states with reference to all that had become objective 
to them in outward nature,! we are enabled to under- 
stand the gradual formation of four classes of objec- 
tive roots : — 

1. Active: the wind shakes (it blows) ; 

2. Neutral: the tree shakes ; 

3. Passive: the tree shakes (is shaken) by the 
wind; 

4, Active transitive: the wind shakes the tree. 


1 See Beneke, Newe Grundlegung zur Metaphysik, viii. Lehrs.; Gerber, 
Die Sprache und das Erkennen, p. 92. 
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